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Summary 
 
Background and problem statement 
 
An effective interface between engineering and marketing is considered to be vital for the successful 
development and commercialization of new products. Studies in the US, Japan and the UK have, 
however, identified that conflict between engineers and marketers can act as a barrier to effective 
cooperation (Shaw, Shaw & Enke, 2003). Unfortunately, indications are that inter functional conflict in 
high-technology companies is on the rise. (Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Tan, 
2007). The marketing literature has traditionally assumed that people in marketing and sales play a 
central role in product development activities (Workman, 1993). Though recent work has recognized 
that marketing may be less central in high-tech firms, there has been little empirical examination of the 
role marketing does play in these situations (Workman, 1993). The outcome of Workman’s participant 
study is that though marketing may not have direct control over new product decisions, they are not 
powerless and do exert influence over product development efforts. Conflict not only helps define a 
relationship, but it helps to stimulate a genuine channel or interest in preserving the relationship 
(Keaveney, 2008). In literature it remains unclear what the findings would be of a dimensional view of 
marketer-engineer conflict, focusing on personal and work-related differences. The main objective of 
this study is to bridge this gap in the literature by exploring the conflicts between marketers and 
engineers in high-technology companies. The problem statement of this study is: 
 
What are causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-
technology companies? 
  
Methodology 
 
Marketer-engineer conflict is a pervasive and as-yet unresolved problem of critical importance to high-
technology companies (Keaveney, 2008). This implies that the observation and perception of the 
professionals are most relevant in order to assess causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in 
marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology companies. A multiple case study methodology 
was used to gain insight in the causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer 
relationships in high-technology companies. Conflict-relations between marketer and engineer were 
analyzed as a dyadic confrontation. Eight high-technology companies were selected as they are 
considered to be mature, introducing breakthrough innovations and competing in markets 
characterized by high perceived environmental uncertainty, high complexity and turbulence and rapid 
product innovativeness. From each of selected high-technology companies one pair of an engineer 
and a marketer has been interviewed.  
 
Results 
 
In accordance with prior studies, a set of theoretical expectations have been developed. The 
expectations related to: 
- conflict values (task, process of relationship) 
- causality (situational or personal attribution) 
- effects (positive, negative) 
- potential for resolution (high, low) 
- conflict handling style (competing, accommodating, avoiding, collaborating, compromising) 
 
The investigated conflicts were mainly task conflicts (conflict value), although it also appears that it is 
difficult to distinguish different types of conflict and very difficult to discuss relationship conflicts. In 
several conflicts task-, process and relationship- conflict pass into each other. Some conflicts are the 
same but engineer and marketer appointed to different values. Other conflicts are appointed as 
partially task and partially process or even partially relationship by both engineer and marketer. The 
warranty of quality leads to other conflict types between marketers and engineers and when the 
conflict situation is not structural and change for the better is in sight, engineers and marketers point to 
task conflict instead of process conflict. 
 
Causality in the conflict between engineers and marketers is attributed by both engineer and marketer 
for a substantial portion to situational circumstances. The causes identified for task and process 
conflict are not only situational. The high proportion of personal attributions provided by marketers in 
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this study is to be considered as a result of the fundamental attribution error, favoring personal 
attributions. In several cases the power of the engineer is overestimated and the power of the situation 
is underestimated. The high proportion of marketers’ personal attribution in this study does not indicate 
the presence of significant relationship-conflict as both engineer and marketer confirm to be in good 
terms with the other party. Substantial issues are mainly a consequence of the current market situation 
and not a consequence of the engineer not being customer focused or not understanding business. 
The study revealed that, after the interviews, engineers and marketers were visiting customers more 
often together. In addition, customer requirements are presented to engineering in an early stage, 
which implies that marketing has more influence than before. No evidence was found for the 
proposition that perks and pay often favor marketers and power has shifted away from engineering 
towards marketing. The engineers in this study confirmed that perks and pay are not a source of 
conflict. This study does show that the risk of a reorganization results in another attribution from 
marketers and engineers and that in conflicts with personal attributions engineers do not understand 
the business and marketers don’t understand technology. 
 
Effects of the investigate confects in this study seemed to be mainly positive. With Keaveney (2008) it 
was found that conflicts help to define a relationship, but they also help to stimulate a genuine channel 
or interest in preserving the relationship. Almost all engineers and marketers saw the positive effects 
of the conflict. Consistent with Keaveney’s study and as stated by Jehn & Chatman (2000) and Jehn 
(1994) constructive debate about shared problems, better decision making and greater productivity are 
being stimulated and engineers and marketers are much more functional at the beginning of a project. 
This study shows that in both task and process conflicts the negative effects are out-weighted by the 
positive effects. 
   
Potential for resolution is assessed high, which indicates that the root cause will be solved and no 
further problems will be caused. This also indicated that group members are expected to be free to 
focus on the task itself and are not distracted by other conflicts or when group members only need to 
refer to procedures manual or ask for a decision by upper levels of management as reported by 
Keaveney (2008). A low potential for resolution in process conflict is only applicable for outside factors. 
 
Conflict handling styles are most of the time a mix of compromising and collaborating and solved by 
finding a solution that fully or partially satisfies both parties. The accommodating style is only 
convenient for the perception of the customer. The competing style is only convenient in case of 
persistence, for example for safety regulations. Compromising and collaborating are most convenient 
conflict handling styles and most of the time occurs in combination with each other. 
 
 
Recommendations for business 
 
It is very important that constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated. This will lead to 
greater productivity as engineer and marketer discuss the requirements from customers more amply. 
Cooperation between marketing and engineering will improve, problems will be discussed and the 
company is working problem resolving with all involved departments. Engineers and marketers should 
continuously discuss and inform each other about the time needed to develop an installation. It is also 
very important that managers set appropriate group norms as already advised by Keaveney (2008). 
Relationship-conflicts should be stopped at the earliest possible opportunity (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). 
Open group norms about discussing relationship-conflict tend to increase both the number and the 
intensity of relationship-conflicts, reduce the group’s effectiveness and performance, and inhibit team 
members’ abilities to deal constructively with the conflict (Jehn, 1997). Higher-performing and more-
effective groups have open norms about task-conflict but closed defensive norm about discussing 
relationship-conflict (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). 
 
Recommendations for further research 
 
This study gains insight into the causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer 
relationships in high-technology companies. The multiple case study identified and analyzed these 
inter functional conflicts in a dyadic approach and contains a qualitative research including open-
ended questions, the critical incident technique (Gremler, 2004) and the attribution theory to determine 
whether the conflicts are relationship-based or task-based. This study has several limitations which 
provide avenues for future research. In this research respondents were selected from 8 high 
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technology companies in the south-western part of the Netherlands. Investigating more cases in more 
and other companies would contribute to the exploration of the causes and effects. Further research 
could aim more at the conflict resolution by analyzing the role of interfunctional conflicts in establishing 
relationships more amply. Further research could also be done to find out why the conflict type perks-
and-pay, identified by Keaveney (2008), which should provide further evidence of a paradigm shift 
away from the engineering-driven culture described by Workman (1993), to a high-tech organizational 
culture in which marketing has a more equal, if not dominant, role did not come up for discussion in 
the interviews from this study. Also the finding that substantial issues are mainly a consequence of the 
current market situation and not a consequence of the engineer not being customer focused or not 
understanding business, provides avenue for further research. Further research could analyze these 
substantial issues further and try to identify additional conflict types. 
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1 Introduction 
 
1.1 Problem statement 
 
An effective interface between engineering and marketing is considered to be vital for the successful 
development and commercialization of new products. Studies in the US, Japan and the UK have, 
however, identified that conflict between engineers and marketers can act as a barrier to effective 
cooperation (Shaw, Shaw & Enke, 2003). When high-tech firms introduce breakthrough innovations, 
marketers must work closely with R&D-engineers to identify commercial applications, define target 
market opportunities, finalize product features, and prioritize market development strategies; when 
high-tech firms introduce incremental innovations, R&D-engineers must coordinate with marketers to 
understand customer requirements, explain technical product features, and implement product launch 
(Mohr, Sengupta, & Slater, 2005).  
 
Conflict between marketers and engineers is known to hinder the success of new product 
development (Gupta, Raj, & Wilemon, 1986; Song & Thieme, 2006), reduce the effectiveness of 
working relationships (Ruekert & Walker, 1987), lead to lower product quality ( , Jaworski, & Kohli, 
1997), and contribute to business failures (Fisher, Maltz, Jaworksi, 1997). Resolving marketer-
engineer conflict is crucial for firms that compete in markets characterized by high perceived 
environmental uncertainty (Gupta et al., 1986; Song & Thieme, 2006), high complexity and turbulence 
(Ruekert, Walker & Roering, 1985), and rapid product innovativeness ( Olson, Walker, & Ruekert 
1995) –notably, all characteristics of high-technology markets (Mohr et al., 2005).Conflict not only 
helps define a relationship, but it helps to stimulate a genuine channel or interest in preserving the 
relationship (Keaveney, 2008) 
 
Indications are that inter functional conflict in high-technology companies is on the rise. Cross-
functional teams are becoming increasingly diverse in terms of age, gender, and ethnic diversity, 
which can exacerbate conflicts already triggered by functional diversity (Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 
1999; Kankanhalli, Tan, & Tan, 2007). Watson and Lonsdale (2003) examined the cross-functional 
nature of the purchasing process in industrial markets. Many studies reported that the involvement in 
the purchasing process of managers from different functions inevitable results in conflicts over both 
the ends and means of an organization’s purchasing strategy (e.g. Seth, 1973; Ryan and Holbrook, 
1982; Jackson et al., 1984; Kohli, 1989; Ronchetto et al., 1989; Smeltzer and Goel, 1995). The 
marketer-engineer conflict often has a significant impact on the value for money outcome achieved by 
the buying organization, as it will often affect the manner in which the organization presents itself to 
the supply market (Watson and Lonsdale, 2003). For example, Watson and Lonsdale (2003) found 
that conflict between the purchasing department and its internal client can lead to over-specification, 
maverick buying, the premature establishment of the specification and the fragmentation of spend.  
 
The marketing literature has traditionally assumed that people in marketing and sales play a central 
role in product development activities (Workman, 1993). Though recent work has recognized that 
marketing may be less central in high-tech firms, there has been little empirical examination of the role 
marketing does play in these situations (Workman, 1993). This general recognition that product 
development in high-tech industries is different from the more widely studied consumer goods 
industries and that there has been little research in marketing that attempts to understand how high-
tech firms do make product development decisions and what role marketing may play in these settings 
has led to Workman’s decision to do a participant observation study in a single computer system firm. 
Workman began exploring the questions of how decisions were reached on which products to develop 
and marketing’s role in this process by interviewing managers in a range of high-tech firms. Over a 
ten-month period, he conducted 37 interviews with managers in 25 different firms and spoke with 
several dozen others managers by phone. The picture that emerged was one in which marketing 
frequently had a minor of non-existent role in influencing product development decisions. Rather than 
being an exception, it seemed to be the norm for engineering managers or senior managers with 
technical background to make the decisions about new products, with marketing being assigned the 
role of getting the products out the door and working with the field to develop and support customer 
applications. The gap between the literature and managerial practice led to Workman’s decisions to do 
a participant observation study in a single firm. Workman sought to better understand the process by 
which decisions were reached and precisely what it was that marketing was doing and why they 
seemed not to have a significant role in many situations. The outcome of Workman’s participant study 
is that though marketing may not have direct control over new product decisions, they are not 
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powerless and do exert influence over product development efforts. Two general themes tie together 
the means by which marketing influences product development decisions. First, marketing’s role is 
more one of refinement and feedback that of initiations of new product concepts. Second, marketing 
groups play an important role in forming coalitions and linking specific projects underway in 
engineering with high-level corporate strategy.  
 
After Workman’s (1993) seminal study, research on the marketer-engineer conflict on inter functional 
conflict has been largely dominated by survey studies. These studies focus on resolving task-conflict, 
excluding for instance the possible impact of personal differences on relationship conflicts. Although 
for instance Souder (1977, 1981) posited that a substantial component of marketer-engineer conflict 
could be explained by personal differences, later work would explicitly excluded personal differences 
(e.g. Song. Xie, & Dyer, 2000) or reported that the issue did not arise (e.g. Shaw, Shaw, & Enke, 
2003). A broad perspective of marketer-engineer conflict is important because relationship-conflict has 
more pervasive negative effects than task-conflict and requires different strategies for resolution. In 
addition, qualitative research into the substantive issues underlying marketer-engineer conflict in high-
technology companies has been scarce. Therefore, it remains unclear what the findings would be of a 
dimensional view of marketer-engineer conflict, focusing on personal and work-related differences. 
Marketer-engineer conflict is a pervasive and as-yet unresolved problem of critical importance to high-
technology companies. (Keaveney, 2008) 
 
The main objective of this research is to bridge this gap in the literature by exploring the conflicts 
between marketers and engineers in high-technology companies. The problem statement of this study 
is: 
 
What are causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-
technology companies? 
 
 
 
1.2 Methodology 
 
The study will contain a qualitative research including open-ended questions, the critical incident 
technique (Gremler, 2004) and the attribution theory to determine whether the conflicts are 
relationship-based or task-based. Since 1954, the critical incident technique has been used to study 
people’s activities in a variety of professions. This five-step technique can be modified for specific 
settings and research questions. The fruitfulness of a study using the technique relies on gaining three 
important pieces of information. First, participants’ complete and rich descriptions of the situation or 
event to be explored; secondly, the specific actions of the person/s involved in the event to aid 
understanding of why certain decisions were made; thirdly, the outcome of the event, to ascertain the 
effectiveness of the behavior. As in other qualitative methodologies, an inductive analysis process can 
be used with the critical incident technique. Findings and rich contextual information can be obtained 
using this technique. It generates information and uncovers tacit knowledge through assisting 
participants to describe their thought processes and actions during the event. Use of probing 
questions that determine how participants take part in certain events, or act in the ways they do, 
greatly enhances the outcome. A full interpretation of the event can only occur when all its aspects are 
provided. (Schluter, Seaton and Chaboyer, 2008) 
 
Attribution theory is a social psychology theory developed by Fritz Heider, Harold Kelley, Edward E. 
Jones, and Lee Ross. The theory is concerned with the ways in which people explain (or attribute) the 
behaviour of others or themselves (self-attribution) with something else. It explores how individuals 
“attribute” causes to events and how this cognitive perception affects their usefulness in an 
organization. (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1973). Attribution theory (as one part of the larger and more 
complex Heiderian account of social perception) describes how people come to explain (make 
attributions about) the behavior of others and themselves. Behavior is attributed to a disposition (e.g., 
personality traits, motives, attitudes), or behavior can be attributed to situations (e.g., external 
pressures, social norms, peer pressure, accidents of the environment, acts of God, random chance, 
etc.).Heider first made the argument that people tend to overweight internal, dispositional causes over 
external causes—this later became known as the fundamental attribution error (Ross, 1977) or 
correspondence bias (Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Jones, 1979, 1990). 
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Heider (1958) says that all behavior is considered to be determined by either internal or by external 
factors: 
 
 External Attribution: causality is assigned to an outside factor, agent or force. Outside factors 
fall outside your control. Also called: Situational Attribution. 
 Internal Attribution: Causality is assigned to an inside factor, agent or force. Inside factors fall 
inside your own control. Also called: Personal or Dispositional Attribution. 
Kelley’s covariation model (1967, 1971, 1972, 1973) is an attribution theory in which people make 
causal inferences to explain why other people and ourselves behave in a certain way. It is concerned 
with both social perception and self-perception (Kelley, 1973). Kelley (1967) advanced Heider’s theory 
by adding hypotheses about factors that affect the formation of attributions. Kelley argued that people 
take three factors into account when making a personal versus situational attribution: 
 Consistency information. The degree to which the actor performs that same behavior toward 
an object on different occasions. 
 Distinctiveness information. The degree to which the actor performs different behaviors with 
different objects. 
 Consensus information. The degree to which other actors perform the same behavior with the 
same object. 
If consistency is high, and distinctiveness / consensus are low, then a personal attribution is more 
likely. If consistency is high, and distinctiveness / consensus are also high, then a situational 
attribution is more likely. 
Respondents in the research are comprised of both engineers and marketers from 8 high-technology 
industries. 8 pairs of engineers and marketers will be investigated as separate cases. The study will 
look for relations and then analyze their conflicts. By analyzing the conflicts as a dyadic confrontation 
the conflict-relation can be assessed and becomes the unit of analysis. A dyadic perspective becomes 
possible if engineers or marketers are asked about characteristics of the related marketer or engineer, 
or the related marketer or engineer is located and interviewed. Then, features of both can be used to 
predict conflicts or behaviours. Dyadic models are more faithful to reality and are preferable. The study 
will not investigate all different kinds of conflicts, but only constructive and non-constructive conflicts. 
In the interpretive analysis and discussion of results three different “lenses” will be used: 
- Data will be interpreted from an attribution theory perspective in order to identify to whom 
(personal) or what (situational) marketers and engineers attribute the blame for their conflict 
- The results will be interpreted from a conflict theory perspective in order to identify 
relationship-, task-, and process-conflicts. 
- The results will be compared to the in-depth description of a high-technology engineering-
driven firm provided by Workman (1993) in order to update and extend the marketing 
literature.   
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2 Literature review 
 
 
2.1 Conflicts 
 
In the last 50 years interesting literature about conflict can be found. Conflict is a common facet of our 
everyday lives. Conflict is awareness on the part of the parties involved of discrepancies, incompatible 
wishes, or irreconcilable desires (Boulding, 1963). Seen as a perceived incompatibility of interests, 
conflict is often caused by a misalignment of goals, motivations, or actions between two parties that 
can be real or only perceived to exist (Taylor & Moghaddam, 1994). Conflict is a frequent occurrence 
in organizations, affecting a host of individual and organizational processes and outcomes. Its 
organizational importance and impact are evidenced by more than 70 years of research, work that has 
been summarized in numerous books, handbook chapters, and journal review articles (e.g., Deutsch, 
1990; Fink, 1968; Greenhalgh, 1987; Pondy, 1967; Pruitt & Fubin, 1986; Putnam & Poole, 1987; 
Thomas, 1976, 1992a; Thosvold, 1991; Wall & Callister, 1995). Barki and Hartwick (2004) use the 
term conflict in different ways, referring to different contexts or forms of conflict and see different 
causes and effects for conflict. They mention causes like, racial, ethnic, religious, political, marital, 
personality, gender, role, value, etc. They describe that conflicts can have effect to different units or 
levels of analysis that are involved (e.g. within the individual, between individuals, between groups, 
between organizations, between nations, etc) and to different situational context where it occurs (e.g. 
at home, in organizations, on the battlefield etc.) 
 
Kaushal and Kwantus (2006) state that research investigating the influence of culture on conflict 
management and resolution behaviours has demonstrated that cultural factors such as individualism 
and collectivism and power distance (as defined by Hofstede, 1980) do indeed influence a person’s 
style of conflict resolution behaviour (as originally defined by Blake and Mouton (1964) and later 
reinterpreted by Rahim, 1992). They also stress that cultural factors also interact with personality 
(Triandis, 1994), however, and this interaction needs to be taken into account when examining choices 
of responses to conflict as well. ( 
Conflicts (conflicting interests) always give a state of great tension between two human behaviours 
(Thomas & Kilman, 1974). Thomas and Kilman (1974) describe an individual's behaviour along two 
basic dimensions: 1) assertiveness, the extent to which the person attempts to satisfy his own 
concerns, and (2) cooperativeness, the extent to which the person attempts to satisfy the other 
person's concerns. 
These two basic dimensions of behaviour define five different modes for responding to conflict 
situations: 
Competing is assertive and uncooperative -- an individual pursues his own concerns at the other 
person's expense. This is a power-oriented mode in which you use whatever power seems 
appropriate to win your own position -- your ability to argue, your rank, or economic sanctions. 
Competing means "standing up for your rights," defending a position which you believe is correct, or 
simply trying to win. 
Accommodating is unassertive and cooperative -- the complete opposite of competing. When 
accommodating, the individual neglects his own concerns to satisfy the concerns of the other person; 
there is an element of self-sacrifice in this mode. Accommodating might take the form of selfless 
generosity or charity, obeying another person's order when you would prefer not to, or yielding to 
another's point of view. 
Avoiding is unassertive and uncooperative -- the person neither pursues his own concerns nor those 
of the other individual. Thus he does not deal with the conflict. Avoiding might take the form of 
diplomatically sidestepping an issue, postponing an issue until a better time or simply withdrawing 
from a threatening situation. 
Collaborating is both assertive and cooperative -- the complete opposite of avoiding. Collaborating 
involves an attempt to work with others to find some solution that fully satisfies their concerns. It 
means digging into an issue to pinpoint the underlying needs and wants of the two individuals. 
Collaborating between two persons might take the form of exploring a disagreement to learn from 
each other's insights or trying to find a creative solution to an interpersonal problem. 
Compromising is moderate in both assertiveness and cooperativeness. The objective is to find some 
expedient, mutually acceptable solution that partially satisfies both parties. It falls intermediate 
between competing and accommodating. Compromising gives up more than competing but less than 
accommodating. Likewise, it addresses an issue more directly than avoiding, but does not explore it in 
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as much depth as collaborating. In some situations, compromising might mean splitting the difference 
between the two positions, exchanging concessions, or seeking a quick middle-ground solution.  
 
Thomas and Kilmann (1974) mention that each of us is capable of using all five conflict-handling 
modes. None of us can be characterized as having a single style of dealing with conflict. But certain 
people use some modes better than others and, therefore, tend to rely on those modes more heavily 
than others -- whether because of temperament or practice.  
Thomas and Kilmann (1974) also mention that your conflict behaviour in the workplace is therefore a 
result of both your personal predispositions and the requirements of the situation in which you find 
yourself. The Conflict Mode Instrument is designed to measure this mix of conflict-handling modes. 
 
Recent work within conflict management acknowledges that conflict is not only inevitable in channel 
relationships, but helps define the very essence of these relationships (Bradford et al. 2003; Hagel and 
Brown 2005), and that the ´absence of conflict is not harmony, it is apathy´ (Eisenhardt et al. 1997, 
p.77). In this view, conflict not only helps define a relationship, but it helps to stimulate a genuine 
concern or interest in preserving the relationship. It is reasoning that allows us to safely state that 
channel conflict is real, it is unavoidable, and it will always be in close-working relationships (Gerzon 
2006). An edifying question then becomes: How do firms "manage to cooperate and coordinate 
activities in the face of the ever-¨present potential for conflict to erupt into open disagreement" (Kohl 
1987, p. 124). As Kumar and van Dissel (1996) state: " The starting point of managing conflict is to 
identify the sources and then to deploy proper interventions to produce functional outcomes" (p, 289). 
In today’s complex organizations, strategic decision-making teams (SDMTs) are responsible for 
crafting and implementing ´strategic´ decisions which have long-term performance implications (Child 
1972; Finkelstein and Hambrick, 1996). By nature, strategic decisions are vague, complex and non-
routine and require teams to interact on a decision platform. In the process of interaction, as prior 
research demonstrated, two types of conflicts emerge viz., cognitive conflict and affective conflict 
(Jehn, 1995). Cognitive conflict arises from the perception of disagreements about the content 
differences in viewpoints, ideas and opinions. Affective conflict arises from interpersonal tensions and 
is largely emotional in nature. Extant literature suggests that the distinction between cognitive and 
effective conflict is important because these two types of conflict have different performance 
outcomes: cognitive conflict is demonstrated to enhance decision quality, while affective conflict 
hinders the quality of decisions (Amanson, 1996). However, a recent meta-analysis suggests that the 
results of conflict on outcomes are equivocal (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003) 
The equivocal results of conflict prompt some researchers to identify certain moderating variables (e.g. 
trust) in the relationship between conflict and outcomes (Langfred, 2004). Trust between members is 
very important because it improves communication, results in higher group performance, and 
increased job satisfaction (Langfred 2004). According to McEvily et al. (2003 p.93) "trust between 
members makes decision-making more efficient by simplifying the acquisition and interpretation of 
information" 
 
 
2.2 Inter functional conflicts 
 
New product development (NPD) is a complex and multifunctional process, and integrated cross-
functional input and effective coordination among specialized functional areas are critical for new 
product success (Brown and Eisenhardt 1995, Griffin and Hauser 1996, Song and Parry 1997a). 
Marketing, R&D, and manufacturing are three major functional areas engaged in NPD. While they 
depend on one another's expertise and resources to complete NPD tasks, they differ in professional 
training, in sub external environment, and in roles and responsibilities in the NPD process. The 
differences and interdependence among marketing, R&D, and manufacturing may lead to inter 
functional conflict in goals, time orientations, decision criteria, and approaches in the NPD process 
(Griffin and Hauser 1992, 1996, Song and Parry 1993). 
Organizations divide their employees into specialized functions so that people with appropriate 
knowledge and experience can perform the various firm activities. Although this division of labor may 
improve efficiency, it leads to inter functional conflict when dealing with complex task (such as NPD) 
that require information sharing and cooperation among functions, especially in turbulent environments 
(Lawrence and Lorsch 1967, Parry and Song 1993, Ruekert and Walker 1987b). Xie, Song and 
Stringfellow (1998) define “inter functional conflict” as the perceived differences in goals and 
ideologies across the three interdependent and interactive functions. They state that this definition is 
consistent with “the three general characteristics of conflict: interaction, interdependence, and 
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incompatible goals” (Putman and Poole 1987, p552) and that it is also consistent in spirit with Thomas’ 
(1992, p.653) view of conflict as a process “that begins when one party perceives that the other has 
negatively affect, something that he or she cares about.” Similarly, Dyer and Song (1997, p. 476) 
define conflict as a “task-related disagreement arising whenever the goals of a person or group are 
perceived to be incompatible with those of another person or group with the express intention of 
denying the other’s goals.” 
Xie, Song and Stringfellow (1998) explain that the literature presents contradictory evidence how inter 
functional conflict does affect performance. The first view they mention is that some research finds a 
negative association with group productivity and organizational performance, and quality of group 
decision making (Brown 1983, Schwenk and Cosier 1993). Next they mention the growing complexity 
of organizational life, on the other hand, has provided increased empirical support for a positive 
relationship between conflict and group performance (Bourgeois 1985) organizational learning (Fiol 
1994), and high-quality decision making (Schwenk and Valacich 1994). Finally they mention a third 
view suggesting that either too little or too much conflict has destructive consequences and that a 
moderate level leads to the best outcome (Brown 1983, Gray and Starke 1984, Jehn 1995, Pondy 
1967)  
 
Recent research in the management literature identifies three types of inter functional conflict (Jehn & 
Mannix, 2001, p. 238). 
- Task-conflict is defined as, “an awareness of differences in viewpoints and opinions pertaining 
to a group task” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p.238). We suggest that these differences in 
viewpoints and opinions can be seen as causes. Effects are described in following statements. 
Task- conflict is generally believed to be the most functional type of organizational conflict 
because it stimulates constructive debate about a shared problem such as new product 
design, which in turn leads to better decision-making and greater productivity (Jehn & 
Chatman, 2000: Jehn, 1994). Moderate levels of task conflict have been shown to be 
beneficial to group performance on certain types of tasks (Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Shah, 1997; 
Shah & Jehn, 1993). When given a complex cognitive task (the type of task that is the focus of 
this research), teams benefit from differences of opinion about the work being done and about 
ideas (Bourgeois, 1985; Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 1990; Jehn, 1995; Shah & Jehn, 1993). 
Task conflict improves decision quality because the synthesis that emerges from the conflict is 
generally superior to the individual perspectives themselves (Mason & Mitroff, 1981; 
Schweiger & Sandberg, 1989; Schwenk, 1990). Avoiding task-conflict can hinder a NPD 
group’s ability to generate interesting or creative solutions. (Jehn & Chatman, 2000, p61). In 
general it has a high potential for resolution given that group members are free to focus on the 
task itself and are not distracted by other conflicts or issues. (Keaveney 2008). Task conflicts 
may coincide with animated discussions and personal excitement but, by definition, are void of 
the intense interpersonal negative emotions that are more commonly associated with 
relationship conflict. (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Above makes clear that a task-conflict 
distinguishes itself from process-conflict as it is about the task itself (what is it about), about 
the merits of the ideas, plans, types of project etc. The content of the task includes also the 
use of the targets the project or task aimed at. 
- Process-conflict is also a situation-based cause of organizational conflict. It is defined as “an 
awareness of controversies about aspects of how task accomplishment will proceed’ (Jehn & 
Mannix, 2001, p.238).These controversies can be seen as causes. More specifically, process 
conflict pertains to issues of duty and resource delegation, such as who should do what and 
how much responsibility different people should get. For example, when group members 
disagree about whose responsibility it is to complete a specific duty, they are experiencing 
process conflict (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Process-conflict has been associated with reduced 
productivity, increased role ambiguity, and a tendency for members to express a desire to 
switch groups or exit (Jehn, 1997); it can interfere with task quality and misdirect group 
members to focus on sometimes irrelevant process issues (Jehn et al., 1999). On the other 
hand, process-conflict can be functional at the beginning of a project when tasks, goals, and 
allocation of resources are being decided. Process-conflict also has a high potential for 
resolution: In many cases, group members need only refer to a procedures manual or ask for 
a decision by upper levels of management. Above mentioned makes clear that process 
conflict is about the organization and execution of the job. A process-conflict means 
disagreement about the work method, the way to complete the task and the scheduling / 
timing (how to do things?) and about the delegation of tasks and distribution of responsibilities 
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- Relationship-conflict, is personally-based, dysfunctional, and difficult to resolve. It is defined as 
“an awareness of interpersonal incompatibilities, includes affective components such as 
feeling tension and friction” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p.238). This awareness of interpersonal 
incompatibilities can be seen as the cause. Relationship-conflict has a negative effect of group 
performance, satisfaction, cohesiveness, goodwill, and mutual understanding; it also has 
negative effects on the individual members of the group, making them irritable, suspicious, 
negative, and resentful (Jehn, 1997). Relationship-conflict is believed to inhibit cognitive 
functioning and distract team members from the task at hand, causing them to work less 
effectively and produce suboptimal products. In contrast to task- or process-conflict, 
relationship-conflict has a low potential for resolution, especially if the conflict is long-standing, 
emotional, and important to the participants involved (Jehn, 1997). It is not considered to be 
beneficial at any point in a project (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p.238).  
 
In order to understand inter functional conflict, it is necessary to understand what the parties involved 
believe to be the cause of their conflict. According to attribution theory, parties involved in a conflict will 
naturally wonder “Why is this happening?” in the hope that if they understand its cause, they might be 
able to predict its future course (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). A party in a conflict can make a personal 
attribution (indicating relationship-conflict) or a task-based situational attribution. Attribution theory 
suggests that, all else being equal, the odds are in favor of making a personal attribution: 1) If the 
person is perceived to have had a choice about how to act; 2) if the behaviour goes against generally 
accepted social norms; 3) if the behaviour seems individualistic rather than role-related; 4) if the 
persons behaviour has a personal impact on the observer; 5) if the observer was an active participant 
in the event rather than a distant of passive observer. In each case, the observer is more likely to 
attribute the behaviour to personality factors rather than to the situation (Fiske & Taylor, 1984). 
Moreover, the fundamental attribution bias recognizes that people tend to err on the side of personal 
attributions, instead of wondering how situational factors play a role (Heider 1985; Jones & Nisbett, 
1972; Ross, 1977) Taken together, attribution research predicts that, in the conflict between engineers 
and marketers, participants are more likely to make personal, rather than situational, attributions about 
each other.  
It is important to note that the attribution process is neither simple nor foolproof. For example, if the 
two parties do not like one another, have difficulty coming to agreements, or have been engaged in 
conflict over a long period of time, many task-based conflicts may be perceived as personal attacks. 
Since most attributions tend to be personal, rather than situational, task- or process-conflicts are 
frequently misinterpreted as relationship-conflicts (Jehn, 1997). This means that a task conflict and a 
process conflict can, when set the wrong way, lead to a relationship conflict. Therefore, in practice, it 
can be difficult to distinguish the 3 different types of conflict, especially because they pass into each 
other. What is critical to resolving conflict is not addressing what the cause appears to be, but 
addressing what the parties involved believe the cause to be – i.e., who is to blame? Hence 
understanding inter functional conflict requires that the researcher examine the conflict attributions 
made by the parties involved (Keaveney 2008). 
Finally, people not only make attributions about others´ behaviour but also make attributions about 
their own behaviour. The actor-observer effect is the flip side of the fundamental attribution bias 
(Jones & Nisbett, 1972): Although people tend to make personal attributions about others, they tend to 
make situational attributions for their own behaviour. This is because actors know their own 
motivations; they know the degree to which their own actions vary over time; and they know the impact 
of external constrains on their own behaviour. Observers, on the other hand, may not have this 
contextual information and will make personal attributions in its absence. The actor-observer effect is 
further enhanced when the behaviour in question is negative, in a psychological effort to avoid 
responsibility. Of course, people make a personal self-attribution when it accurately reflects their 
motivations (Monson &Snyder, 1977) 
 
 
2.3 Inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships 
 
A constant business challenge is the effective integration of engineering and marketing functions 
(McQuarrie 1993; Moore 1994; Weelwright and Clark 1992). This integration is important because it 
affects a variety of organizational outcomes, including cycle time reduction, new product success, 
perceptions of customer value, and customer service (Kotler and Armstrong 1994: Meyer 1993). Many 
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business failures have been attributed to the lack of successful integration of engineering and 
marketing (Fisher, Maltz and Jaworski 1997). Research emphasizes the fundamental importance of 
communication between marketing and engineering-based functions (Griffin and Hauser 1996; Maltz 
and Kohli 1996; Workman 1993). Inter functional communication is linked to a variety of positive 
outcomes, including increased understanding and harmony between functions (Souder 1988), inter 
functional integration (Gupta, Raj, and Wilemon 1985), stronger market orientation (Kohli an Jaworski 
1990), an increased ability to cope with complex dynamic environments (Hubert 1982), and greater 
new product success (Cooper 1984; Dougherty 1987). Fisher, Maltz and Jaworski (1997) state that the 
marketing and organizational communication literature identifies two key routes to managing inter 
functional communications: The first route relies on the development of norms the encourage 
information-sharing behaviours among functions (Falcione, Sussman, and Herden 1987); O’Reilly and 
Chatman 1996); and the second route involves the construction of integrated goals that emphasize 
organizational outcomes that require inter functional collaboration (Hauser, Simester, and Wernerfelt 
1994; Kuczmanski 1988; Lawrence and Lorsch 1986; Pinto, and Prescott 1993). Fisher, Maltz and 
Jaworski have illustrated that these two key routes to improve communication between marketing and 
engineering are dependent on the strength of manager’s psychological connection to their functional 
area compared to the firm as a whole. 
 
In Keaveney’s study (2008) engineers provide attributions about why they had conflicts with 
marketers. 33% were personal and 67% were situational. He defines personal attributions as 
responses in which engineers blame the conflict on personal characteristics of marketers themselves 
and situational attributions as responses in which engineers attribute the cause of the conflict to 
“marketing” or “the marketing department” rather than to a person. Engineers’ personal attributions 
about their conflict are subdivided in 2 categories: 
1. Personality traits 
Five conflict-causing personality traits of marketers are identified: 
 Marketer arrogance 
 Marketers exaggerate 
 Marketers are not detail-oriented 
 Marketers are too emotional 
 Marketers have no sense of urgency 
2. Marketers don’t understand technology 
For situational attributions four main themes are identified: 
1. Marketing doesn’t add value 
2. Marketing makes unrealistic demands 
3. Marketing overpromises to customers 
4. Perks and pay 
 
In Keaveney’s study (2008) marketers generate 4 attributions: 
1. Personality traits 
Five conflict-causing personality traits of engineers are identified: 
 Engineers are too rigid 
 Engineers have no respect for others 
 Engineers are too technical 
 Engineers have no creativity 
 Engineers have no social skills 
2. Engineers are not customer-focused 
3. Engineers do not understand the business 
4. Engineers are unresponsive to requests. 
All marketers’ attributions about engineers’ role in the conflict were personal. This is indicative of high 
levels of relationship-conflict.  
 
Keaveney’s study (2008) also reports results of engineers’ and marketers’ self-attributions about their 
own roles in the conflict.  
1. Engineers’ self-attribution 
Contrary to the expectations of attribution theory, engineers’ self-attributions are all personal. This 
is somewhat surprising, given that attribution theory predicts that individuals will usually give 
situational “excuses” for their behaviour in the interest of self-protection, to show their behaviour in 
a better light, or to explain what external factors might indeed have affected their behaviour (Fiske 
& Taylor, 1984). Keaveney (2008) defines three main categories of engineers’ self attributions: 
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 Personality traits. Engineers see themselves as “factual, complex, analytical, precise, 
detail-oriented, results-oriented, conservative, technical, and well-organized” 
individuals who talk in acronyms, and acknowledge that such qualities can lead to 
conflict with marketers.  
 Engineers admit that they are not responsive to requests (good match to marketers’ 
perceptions). 
 Engineers admit to over-designing, being too product focused and being not-at-all 
customer-focused. (correctly perceived by marketers) 
2. Marketers’ self-attribution 
Marketers’ self-attributions about what roles they themselves play in their conflicts with engineers 
are mostly situational. Their situational responses are consistent with attribution theory, which 
predicts that either the marketers are trying to protect themselves or that their perception of the 
situation are true. In terms of situational attributions, Keaveney study (2008) defines: 
 Personality traits, Marketers can’t see what’s so cool about something complicated, or 
why things take so long. 
In terms of situational attributions, Keaveney study (2008) defines: 
 Marketers are too demanding.  
 Marketers overpromise to customers  
 Marketers acknowledge that some of the conflict is caused by inequalities in perks and 
pay (a sore point with engineers). 
 Marketers note that the organizational shift in power from engineering to marketing 
creates conflict between marketers and engineers. 
 
 
2.4 Inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high technology companies 
 
A key finding of Keaveney’s study (2008) is that both marketers and engineers in high-technology 
companies attribute a substantial portion of their conflict to personal difference. By cross-checking 
marketers’ and engineers’ attribution against their self-attribution, he concludes that the high 
proportion of personal attribution are not a result of the fundamental attribution error, which favors 
personal attributions, but rather indicates the presence of significant relationship-conflict. His second 
major finding is the high degree of emotionality and antagonism in the workplace experiences of both 
engineers and marketers. In his results he suggest that task-focused conflict between marketers and 
engineers in high-technology companies can be boiled down to two major issues: 1) internal decisions 
about product features and delivery schedules; 2) external decisions about what to promise customers 
and when. A fourth finding of this study is that the world of high technology has changed in many ways 
from the world described by Workman (1993). First, some marketers now believe it to be their 
responsibility to push engineers out of their comfort zones, get them to think out of the box, force them 
to come up with creative solutions- a notable change from the “engineering-owns-product-
development” culture described by Workman (1993). Second, the engineers and marketers in the 
high-technology companies in Keaveneys study report that marketing’s influence is increasing, 
particularly with regard to meeting customers and presenting customer requirements to engineering – 
an influence that seems more consistent with non-technical industries. Third, Keaveney (2008) reveals 
that perks and pay often favor marketers, in contrast to the more favorable pay scales and 
professional advancement opportunities reported by Workman (1993). Fourth, Keaveney (2008) 
reveals that at least in some high-technology companies, power has shifted away from engineering 
and toward marketing. This again is a dramatic change from the environment reported by Workman 
(1993, p.412). 
 
 
2.5 Theoretical expectations 
 
Many studies examining the marketer-engineer conflict on inter functional conflict focused on resolving 
task-conflict and excluded the possible impact of personal differences on relationship conflicts. Since 
Workman’s (1993) seminal study, qualitative research on marketer-engineer conflict in high-
technology companies has been scarce and has been largely dominated by multivariate Likert-scale 
field surveys focused on resolving task-conflict excluding relationship conflict. Keaveneys qualitative 
study (2008) updated and extended existing marketing literature on this by applying qualitative 
research methods including the critical incident technique. He generated new insights, offered new 
recommendations, and filled selected gaps in marketing’s high-technology literature regarding 
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marketer-engineer conflict. Like every research project has limitations, his study shares the limitations 
of any qualitative study, including what Wells (2001) refers to as the “peril of n=1” or the interpretation 
of qualitative date by one or a few researchers. In this study, 3 different kinds of conflicts are caused 
by 2 different kinds of attributions and have positive and/or negative effects. Each type of conflict has 
a certain amount of potential for resolution and a certain conflict handling style. The theoretical 
expectations are included in Table 1.   
Causes or conditions are focused on the attribution theory which attributes behaviour to situations. All 
behaviour is considered to be determined by either internal or by external factors (Heider, 1958). 
Effects of inter functional conflict are shown in group productivity, organizational performance and 
quality of group decision making. 
Potential for resolution are high when group members are free to focus on the task itself and are not 
distracted by other conflicts or issues or when group members only need to refer to a procedures 
manual of ask for a decision by upper levels of management. Especially when a conflict is long-
standing, emotional and important to the participants involved potential for resolution is low. 
Conflict handling styles describe individual’s behaviour along the two basis dimensions assertiveness 
and cooperativeness which can be defined in five different modes for responding to conflict situations 
(competing, accommodating, avoiding, collaborating and compromising (Thomas & Kilman, 1974). 
In the extant literature, little attention has been given to resolving process conflicts and relationship 
conflicts. Personal differences are often excluded or reported as not arised. 
This has lead to the following research question of our study: what are causes and effects of inter 
functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology companies? This paper 
addresses this gap in the literature by exploring the conflicts between marketers and engineers in 
high-technology companies. 
 
Table 1 
Theoretical expectations 
   
Interfunctional conflicts 
 
 
Sources 
 
 
 
 
Task conflicts 
 
 
Process conflicts 
 
Relationship conflicts 
 
 
Definition 
 
Differences in viewpoints and 
opinions pertaining to a 
group task 
Controversies about how task 
accomplishment will proceed. 
Interpersonal 
incompatibilities, including 
affective components. 
Jehn and Mannix 
(2001) 
etc. etc. 
 
 
Causes 
 
 
Situational (external) 
attribution. Causality 
assigned to an outside factor. 
 
 
 
 
Situational (external) 
attribution. Causality 
assigned to an outside factor. 
 
Personal (internal) 
attribution. Explanations in 
terms of personal 
characteristics. 
Heider (1958) 
 
Effects 
 
 
Positive:  
- stimulates constructive 
debate about shared 
problems 
- better decision-making  
- greater productivity 
 
 
 
Sometimes negative: 
- reduced productivity 
- role ambiguity 
- group switch 
- lower task quality 
- focus on irrelevant process 
issues 
 
Sometimes positive: 
- functional at the beginning 
of a project 
(decisions on tasks, goals 
and resources) 
 
 
Negative: 
- group performance 
- group satisfaction 
- group cohesiveness 
- goodwill 
- mutual understanding 
- impact on group 
members (irritation, 
suspicion, resentment) 
 
 
 
Jehn & Chatman 
(2000), Jehn 
(1994) (1997) 
(1999) 
 
Potential for 
resolution 
 
 
High 
 
High 
 
Low 
Keaveney (2008) 
 
Conflict 
handling style  
 
Mix of 5 modes:  
- competing 
- accommodating 
- avoiding 
- collaborating 
- compromising 
Mix of 5 modes:  
- competing 
- accommodating 
- avoiding 
- collaborating 
- compromising 
Mix of 5 modes:  
- competing 
- accommodating 
- avoiding 
- collaborating 
- compromising 
Thomas & 
Kilman (1974) 
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3 Methodology 
 
A multiple case study approach was chosen to gain insights into the causes and effects of inter 
functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology companies. Conflict-relations 
between marketer and engineer will be analyzed as a dyadic confrontation.   
 
 
3.1 Case study method 
 
In general, little is known about the attributions of marketers and engineers about the role of the other 
party in inter functional conflicts (Keaveney, 2008). The main objective of this study is identify causes 
and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology 
companies. Attribution research predicts that, in the conflict between engineers and marketers, 
participants are more likely to make personal, rather than situational, attributions about each other. 
Although people tend to make personal attributions about others, they tend to make situational 
attributions for their own behaviour. We will investigate whether both marketers and engineers 
attribute a substantial portion of their conflict to personal difference or situational circumstances. In 
addition, we will find out whether or not a high proportion of personal attribution is to be considered as 
a result of the fundamental attribution error, favoring personal attributions. The fundamental attribution 
error occurs when the power of the person is overestimated and the power of the situation is 
underestimated. However, a high proportion of personal attribution could also indicate the presence of 
significant relationship-conflict. We also would like to know if the marketing’s influence is indeed 
increasing, particularly with regard to meeting customers and presenting customer requirements to 
engineering. As Keaveney and Workman show contrast in perks and pay and power we would like to 
find out if it’s true that perks and pay often favor marketers and if power has shifted away from 
engineering and toward marketing.   
 
The case study was chosen for a number of reasons (Yin, 1994; Miles and Huberman, 1994). First, 
there is limited qualitative research on marketer-engineer conflict in high-technology companies. 
Publications are Workman’s (1993) seminal study, Shaw, Shaw & Enke (2003) and Keaveney’s study 
(2008). Since we wanted to identify and analyze inter functional conflicts in a dyadic approach, the 
case study method is a logical choice. In general, the case study method is advised when the 
phenomenon of interest is not well understood. Second, case study research is preferable when the 
research focuses mainly on ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions. The problem statement of this study deals with 
exploratory issues, rather than frequency or incidence. Third, a case study research has a distinct 
advantage when questions are being asked about a contemporary set of events over which the 
investigator has little or no control.  
 
 
3.2 Research design 
 
A selective, purposive sample was chosen from a wide variety of high-technology industries. 8 
companies are selected as they are considered to be mature, introducing breakthrough innovations 
and competing in markets characterized by high perceived environmental uncertainty, high complexity 
and turbulence and rapid product innovativeness. As high-technology environments become 
increasingly fast-paced and complex, and as product innovation strategies become more aggressive, 
marketers and engineers become dependent upon one another for the expertise, information, and 
resources to do their jobs (Ruekert et al. 1985; Olson, Walker, & Ruekert, 1995); this increased 
interdependence, in turn, results in increased levels of conflict (Olson et al., 1995). These are the 
conflicts we are looking for in this study and will be analyzed as a dyadic confrontation. This dyadic 
approach is executed by asking the engineer or marketer about characteristics of the related marketer 
or engineer or locating and interviewing the related marketer or engineer. In this way data will be 
composed of two sets of object A; engineer and B; marketer, in such a way that observations are 
observations of pairs. 
 
The 8 pairs are compromised of both engineers and marketers from following high-technology 
companies: 
1. A global operating company with sites and offices throughout the world. This company 
manufactures and markets chemicals, fibers and plastics worldwide. 
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2. One of the world’s largest producers of phosphorus, phosphoric acid, phosphates, 
phosphonates and phosphorus derivatives 
3. A Dutch based, ISO 9001:2000 certified company active all over the world, particularly in 
Central Asia, Europe and the Middle and Far East. They are a manufacturer of tailor-made 
and turnkey packages for the oil and gas industry. They design, manufacture and test all 
installations completely according to the customers’ specifications and international high 
standards. 
4. A company that has been manufacturing equipment for the plastics industry for over five 
decades and has carved itself a fine niche as a specialist in building very robust but 
economically priced Sheet Extrusion and Thermoforming plants to meet specific requirements. 
5. An independent electro-technical company with its activities in the (process-) industry, 
automated machine manufacturing and environmental installations. 
6. A company that automatizes production processes, which vary from a simple machine 
steering to a complete, turn key business installation. 
7. A company that designs and realizes modern and functional furniture for the price-conscious 
consumer. Their furniture is perfectly in line with the needs of a large and growing segment of 
the furniture market. The company is a trendsetter in terms of production methods and 
packaging techniques. 
8. A company worldwide recognized as high-quality cap makers for the lighting industry. The 
plant is part of a large organization and develops and produces caps for lighting applications. 
 
An important selection criterion for a representative random test in this study is that the respondents 
have to work as engineer or marketer in a high technology company. From each of the 8 selected 
high-technology companies 1 pair of an engineer and a marketer will be interviewed. The engineer or 
marketer has been contacted by phone. After a short explanation of the study he or she is asked to 
attend the interview and give the name of the colleague marketer or engineer which is involved in the 
conflict and a couple has been created. In case of a non response or refusal from 1 of the parties the 
data from the other party would be used as this is still valuable information for the research. In addition 
another pair would be interviewed to make sure the research is still kept well-balanced. Fortunately all 
pairs rendered cooperation so no adjustments were needed.  
 
Data have been collected through personal interviews with engineers and marketers. Marketer-
engineer conflict is a pervasive and as-yet unresolved problem of critical importance to high-
technology companies. This implies that the observation and perception of the professionals are most 
relevant in order to assess causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer 
relationships in high-technology companies. All professionals interviewed emphasized beforehand that 
anonymity had to be guaranteed as the subject is regarded delicate and the outcome of the interviews 
should have no impact on their business relationships. Anonymity was guaranteed to avoid that, 
marketers and engineers would have a “social desirability bias” to their answers. 
 
The literature review has resulted in a set of theoretical expectations (table 1). These expectations will 
be empirically investigated by using the critical incident technique and the attribution theory. Narratives 
from both marketers and engineers are interpreted from an attribution theory perspective as well as in 
the context of inter functional conflict. The critical incident technique will give an overview of conflicts, 
causes and effects. With this flexible method relying on five major areas we first determined and 
reviewed the conflict. Second step is fact-finding, which involved collecting the details of the incident 
from the participants. When all of the facts were collected, the next step was to identify the issues. 
Afterwards a decision could be made on how to resolve the issues based on various possible 
solutions. The final and most important aspect is the evaluation, which determined if the solution that 
was selected would solve the root cause of the situation and would cause no further problems. The 
attribution theory determined attributions for these conflicts. Attributions are the reasons we give for 
our own and other behaviors. Relationship conflicts are indicated by personal attribution while both 
task and process conflicts are indicated by situational attribution.  
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3.3 Development of the interview schedule 
 
The interview schedule resulted in 8 sets of interview, and was structured as follows (see Appendices 
A). Both engineer and marketer have been asked to give their point of view about the same conflict 
which recently occurred or can be seen as the most serious conflict during the last year. In this way it 
was compared how marketers and engineers experienced (cause, consequence, solution) and 
attributed (who is to blame) a conflict from their discipline. They are both asked to point the conflict to 
one of the 3 conflict values. Both engineer and marketer have been asked open-ended questions 
about the possible causes for the conflict. Based on the causes it was decided if there was question of 
external or internal attribution (table 1) and in case of personal attribution who was to blame (engineer, 
marketer, both). The engineer and marketer have been asked (initially) open-ended questions about 
the effects of the conflict. Subsequently it was examined if the theoretical expected effects (see table 
1) arose. The engineer and marketer have both been asked to assess the possibilities for resolution. 
High, low? Specific conditions? The engineer and marketer were asked (initially) open-ended 
questions about the most common conflict handling style(s). How is the task - conflict most commonly 
dealt with? Eventually it was asked in which way the problem was resolved or not. Next, it was 
checked which of the 5 conflict handling styles (table 1) were most convenient. 
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4 Results 
 
This section presents and summarizes the empirical results of the study. Appendix B contains the ‘raw 
data’, resulting from the 8 interviews with pairs of engineers and marketers. This table proved to be 
helpful in getting a clear overview and making relationships visible. The dyadic confrontation in the 
interviews allows for an investigation of the data in pairs. The table shows how marketers and 
engineers have perceived their conflict (the same conflict) from their own perspective. It is needless to 
say that engineers and marketers have a different point of view. An engineer reviews doability and 
technical realization while a marketer reviews the fulfillment of customer requirements from a 
commercial angle.  
 
 
4.1 Causes 
 
The engineers in our study provided a total number of 25 attributions about why they had conflicts with 
marketers. 8, or 32% of this total, are personal and 17, or 68% of this total, are situational. As 
introduced earlier, the study defines personal attributions as responses in which engineers blame the 
conflict on personal characteristics of marketers themselves and situational attributions as responses 
in which engineers attribute the cause of the conflict to “marketing” or “the marketing department” 
rather than to a person. 
In a particular case an engineer mentioned that they are in conflict all the time. This engineer stated: 
We are in conflict all the time. Marketing wants already in an early stage a footprint with the 
installation's main components and main dimensions. As the installations we develop are no 
standard products but specialties it is not possible for the engineer to make a footprint 
immediately. 
The marketer stated: 
Competitors are played off against each other. We have to do our utmost to keep our position 
in the market. 
 
In this conflict the footprint is a selling point for the marketer while for the engineer it is not doable to have 
a footprint in such an early stage.  
 
Table 2 and table 3 provide information about the personal and situational attribution of engineers. 
Some typical quotes are added in order to illustrate and clarify the perceptions of the engineers. 
 
 
Table 2 
Engineers’ personal attribution about their conflict with marketers 
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying engineers' conflict‐attribution 
Personality traits  2  25   
     not detail oriented      They (marketers) misjudge the complexity of the product 
     no sense of urgency      They (marketers) take so much time to negotiate with customer 
       
Marketers don't understand 
technology 
6  75  My product is produced within specifications and meets all requirements, so 
this should be enough to sell the product to customer. They (marketers) work 
with assumptions and often think in an easy resolution, only consider customer 
demands, do not understand how much time is needed to design or produce a 
good product, misjudge the complexity of the product and allow customers to 
put projects on hold and have it reactivated again and again. 
Total personal attributions  8  100    
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Table 3  
Engineers’ situational attribution about their conflict with marketers 
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying engineers' conflict‐attribution 
Marketing makes unrealistic 
demands 
7  41  They (marketers) are too optimistic and see a lot of possibilities.  Marketer 
makes demands about quality which are not always attainable.  They 
(marketers) make demands which cannot be realized at short notice. In future 
it might be possible, but first some time is needed to work on it. Marketing 
accepts an inconstant customer demand.  
Marketing overpromises to 
customers 
7  41 
Marketing often provides the customer estimated installation details without 
consulting engineering. In several cases their promises could not be made. To 
obtain foothold in new markets, marketers often agree on requirements which 
cannot be met. Sometimes they (marketers) promise the customer a product 
which is not yet developed. 
Suppliers are unresponsibe to 
requests 
1  6  Some suppliers could not deliver as requested. 
Reorganization from the company  1  6 
There are a lot of new hired employees and new systems in a new 
organization. All these employees still have to change over and get used to the 
new organization. 
High requirements from 
customers 
1  6  Customers in this particular market are very exacting and at the top concerning 
quality, but only accessible when these quality requirements are met. 
Sometimes customers drop out after a certain time as their expectations were 
not met. 
Total situational attributions  17  100    
 
 
Besides identifying three new types of engineer-marketer conflict, the themes suppliers are 
unresponsive to requests, reorganization from the company and high requirements from customer, 
both engineer and marketer emphasize the current market situation. In this current market companies 
are more and more obliged to fulfill or at least do their utmost to fulfill the customer requirements which 
are high. They cannot permit unresponsiveness from their suppliers as this would result in being 
unresponsive to their own customer requests. Many companies can only survive after a large 
reorganization. The study also offers new insight in the personal attributions, that marketers don’t 
understand technology, are not detail oriented and have no sense of urgency. Contrary to themes 
provided by Keaveney (2008) these themes do not include very negative and emotion-laden personal 
comments, such as “they’re stupid” and “they’re idiots”. In these cases a marketer who did not take 
time to fully understand a new product’s design had not simply shown a bit of disregard for technology 
or disrespect for the engineer, but was under pressure of the current market situation.   
 
Marketers generate a total of 17 attributions about their conflicts with engineers. The vast majority of 
attributions were personal attributions (94%), while only 1 out of 17 attributions were situational (see 
table 4 and 5). While Keaveney (2008) identified five conflict-causing personality traits of engineers, 
this study only identifies three conflict-causing personality traits of engineers. Consistent with the 
results from Keaveney (2008) this study reports the third category engineers don’t understand 
business. The fourth category unresponsiveness of engineers can be seen as consequences of the 
third category engineers don’t understand business. The fifth category, misjudgment of the engineer, 
appoints to the importance engineers doing a lot of consultation on the product and on the product 
support from suppliers as one marketer remarks: 
At the requested delivery date we had to install the electronic installation with several missing 
functionalities as development was not finished yet. Engineer misjudged the technical 
complexity of the product and the support of the supplier. Engineer wanted to adjust the 
delivery time during the process but did not realize this adjustment will cause big problems 
with customer. 
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Table 4  
Marketers' personal attribution about their conflict with engineers 
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying marketers' conflict‐attribution 
Personality traits       
Engineers are too technical  1  6  Engineers want too many details in an early stage. The engineer only builds up a technical 
relationship with a customer after delivery took place.  
Engineers have no social skills  1  6  The engineer works very isolated without contact with potential customers and has not built 
up a relationship of many years with a customer 
 Engineers have no creativity  1  6  Engineers are too rigid.  
Engineers are not customer 
focused 
3  19  Some customers need test results before they can accept a product.  Engineers are more 
detached. 
Engineers don't understand 
business 
7  44  In this kind of market It is not unusual that marketers and competitors are played off against 
each other and that marketers are forced to make decisions at short notice to make sure they 
keep their position in the market. A company should be able to sell what the customer wishes 
and what competitors are able to sell. Some markets are very exacting and at the top 
regarding quality.  In several markets standard project completion in accordance with ISO 
(International Organization for Standardization) are of frequent occurrence.   Negotiations 
often take a lot of time and sometimes it is a commercial decision to get the project. Due to 
requirements from customer in this business priorities sometimes have to be reset again and 
again. Inconstant demand is usual in such a developing market and is a direct effect of the 
qualities of character of this market. 
Engineers are unresponsive to 
requests 
2  13  Engineers do not take their responsibilities to provide requested test results to customer and 
did not provide weekly reports to the customer as requested and agreed. 
Misjudgment of the engineer  1  6  Poor consultation of the engineer. 
Total personal attributions 
16  100    
       
 
Table 5  
Marketers’ situational attribution about their conflict with engineers 
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying marketers' conflict‐attribution 
Reorganization of the company  1  100 
A lot of new employees and new systems which have to be settled.  
Total situational attributions  1  100    
 
In this study marketers provided only one situational attribution: “reorganization from the company”. 
Engineers as well as the marketers stressed that the occupation should be sufficient to handle all time 
consuming issues which are running at the same time. They do not deny that the workload is high, but 
because of the reorganization there are a lot of new employees and new systems which cause 
conflict. On the other hand they are glad that the company could survive in current market situation. As 
well as the engineers’ attribution in this study, marketers’ attributions do not include very negative and 
emotion-laden personal comments. Here again, the study confirms that the substantive issues are not 
always exacerbated by irritation an annoyance as reported by Workman’s (1991) and Keaveney’s 
(2008) analysis, but are sometimes mainly a consequence of the current market situation. 
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Table 6  
Engineers conflict value      
   Comments    
   N  %   Quotation exemplifying engineers' conflict‐value 
Task  5  62,5  It is not included in my task. The demands are not attainable or realistic. It 
cannot be realized at such short notice. Customer forced to finalize at too short 
notice. 
Process  1  12,5  Delivery time was agreed with poor consultation and it should be possible to 
adjust delivery time or specifications during the production process 
Task and process  2  25  Situation is temporarily. Because of the reorganization al employees have to 
change over and get used to the new organization. Workload is high. It has 
become a long‐term situation. All employees have their own limits which can 
be reset and everybody is doing some extra tasks now and then. It initially is a 
marketers’ task but it eventually is how they are used to work.   
Task, process and relationship  0  0   
Total  8  100   
 
           
Table 7  
Marketers conflict value       
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying marketers' conflict‐value  
Task  4  50  It is my task to obtain foothold in this new market, I am supposed to do so in 
this particular situation, it is my task to satisfy customer,  I was forced by the 
customer to agree such a delivery time. 
Process  2  25  Marketing is never involved sufficiently at the beginning of projects. It 
concerns a standard project completion. 
Task and process  1  12,5  Situation is temporarily. Reorganization new hired employees and new 
departmental structure constitute that employees have to acquire of repulse 
tasks. Mutual allocation of tasks is not finished yet.  On the other hand we are 
working with a supervised process from the moment a request is received until 
production has finished. 
Task, process and relationship  1  12,5  It is my task to take every opportunity, but no proper process was in place and 
the engineer cannot handle a situation in which he's not sure if and for how 
long he can work on a project. 
Total  8  100    
           
 
Both engineer and marketer appoint the conflict mainly to tasks conflict while none of the engineers 
and only 12,5% of the marketers pointed at the relationship conflict in combination with task and 
process conflict. One marketer stated: 
The conflict is a combination, which starts as a task conflict as it is not completely clear where 
the request ends, initiates a process conflict as the capacity planning is touched and 
relationship conflict because of the characteristics from the engineer as a standard engineer 
expects to receive an order on which he can work. 
 
After further questioning both engineer and marketer, most of them mentioned that it is difficult to 
make a distinction between the 3 different types of conflict as they often pass into each other.  
 
Two conflicts are the same but engineer and marketer appoint to different values. The first conflict is 
caused by the availability of tests results for new products. The engineer appoints to a task conflict 
while the marketer appoints to a process conflict. Engineer appoints to a task conflict as it is about 
fulfillment of individual tasks. He thinks that the task producing a marketable product does not include 
extra application tests and that the customer puts too much pressure on the marketer to have these 
applications available. The marketer appoints to a process conflict as it is about the work process and 
the distribution and responsibilities of tasks as marketing was insufficiently involved at the beginning of 
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the project. Another conflict that arose during development of an electric installation is appointed to a 
process conflict by the engineer and to a task conflict by the marketer. Main issue in this conflict is 
delivery time. Engineer appoints to a process conflict as a delivery time was agreed with poor 
consultation and it should be possible to adjust delivery time of specifications during the process. 
Marketer appoints to task conflict because of an unrealistic delivery time. Two other interesting 
conflicts are appointed as partially task and partially process or even partially relationship conflict by 
both engineer and marketer.  
 
 
4.2 Effects  
 
Almost all respondents considered positive effects of the conflict. Only 3 engineers mentioned a 
negative effect and for 2 of these 3 this is in addition to a positive effect. 
The engineer who saw only negative effects stated: 
It is impossible to put on employees to an optimum as we are not used to switch that quick 
with the capacity planning. This causes a reduced productivity. 
 
A marketer saw negative effects but also a positive effect. He stated: 
The need of debating again and again and the sulky engineer causes reduced productivity. On 
the other hand we are more functional at the beginning of a project as the process is adjusted 
and it has become clear that we have to work more as a project organization. 
 
Several engineers and marketers mention that they do better consult with each other now, that 
cooperation between engineering and marketing has improved and that problems are discussed. This 
has led to better understanding and an improved relationship.  
 
 
Table 8   
Engineers effects of the conflict   
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying engineers' effects  
Positive  9  69  Constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated and will lead to 
greater productivity as engineer and marketer discuss the requirements from 
customers more amply. Cooperation between marketing and engineering has 
improved. Problems are discussed. The company is working problem resolving 
with all involved departments. Engineer and marketer do better consult with 
each other about the time needed to develop an installation. Parties are 
consulting each other all the time. Being more functional at the beginning of a 
project as the developments to stay also in future in the market are kept up 
with. Engineering discusses more issues. Engineers became more aware of 
processes. Processes are checked and employees are approached about these 
processes. Both parties are kept keen 
Negative  4  31  A lot of work and a product which is not marketable. Overtime. Reduced 
productivity 
Total effects  13  100    
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Table 9   
Marketers effects of the conflict   
   Comments    
   N  %  Quotation exemplifying engineers' effect  
Positive  10  62,5  Constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated and will lead to 
greater productivity as it has become clear that more tests should have been 
issued to make sure all mutual expectations square. Quality level grows as 
marketing and engineering keep on entering in discussion to fulfill the quality 
requirements. When the conflict is being discussed, it becomes clear which 
issues takes place in a department and what runs through peoples head. 
Challenges for the engineer arise. Engineers and marketers discuss the 
requirement from customers more amply. Being more functional at the 
beginning of a project as it has become clear that at the beginning of the 
project the job specifications should have been fixed more specifically. They 
should have a critical look at their internal processes to prevent these conflicts 
in future. In future marketer will not accept unrealistic demands from 
customer anymore. More attention is paid to the working method and 
suppliers are screened. Marketing is a lot more careful with new requests and 
introductions of new products. Process is adjusted and it has become clear that 
they have to work more as a project organization. 
Negative  6  37,5  We lost a lot of money. A supervisor and his manager resigned. Dissatisfied 
customers. Extra costs. Need of debating again and again. Sulky engineers. 
Total effects  16  100    
       
 
 
4.3 Potential for resolution 
 
All engineers assessed the possibilities for resolution “high”. In order to meet customer requirements 
and to have a marketable product it is very important to resolve the conflict (see table 10). More 
intensive communication, sometimes with a special project team, and with the insight that the conflict 
situation is most of the time not structural and change for the better is in sight, procedures are being 
adjusted and some issues are treated light-hearted. One engineer confesses following:  
We do often make a bet about how long it will take this time before marketing comes back with 
an adjusted request for the application. 
 
Resolving the conflict depends on the technical solutions and the consciousness of employees about 
which conflicts can arise and how these can be prevented. Some kinds of conflict cannot be resolved 
completely but can be prevented to a great extent. 
 
All marketers assessed the possibilities for resolution “high” (see table 11). Only 2 marketers saw 
possibilities “low” for a part of the conflict with external attribution. One marketer stated:  
 I do not see a solution for the matter that the customer makes a request with a short lead time. 
 
Marketing and engineering regularly meet to discuss requirements and desires from the market and to 
verify them with the possibilities and impossibilities from production. Work meetings are accurate and 
at the end when everybody is settled into his new job, most of the causes for conflict will, sooner or 
later, solve themselves. Also a dedicated team has been set up to consider the technical solutions and 
keep an eye on the quality. They realize that marketing should collect, as soon and much as possible 
details. Processes should be applied just the way they are determined and employees’ attention 
should regularly be drawn to these processes. Engineer and marketer should consult each other in 
already an early stage and eventually visit customer together. The marketer should be obliged to 
consult the engineer before he agrees on delivery dates with customer. 
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Table 10  
Engineers possibilities for resolution 
   Comments    
   N  %    
High  8  100   
Low  0  0   
Total   8  100    
       
       
Table 11  
Marketers possibilities for resolution 
   Comments    
   N  %    
High  8  80   
Low  2  20   
Total   10  100    
 
 
 
4.4 Conflict handling style  
 
Both compromising and collaborating conflict handling style are most convenient in this study (see 
table 12). Engineers described that problems are resolved by adjusting the objective and better 
cooperation. Decisions are made in presence of several parties and all parties want to learn from each 
other’s understanding. Conflicts are evaluated and satisfying solutions for mutual parties are found. 
Both parties are trying to complete each other as much as possible. They work together in order to find 
solutions and a compromise. One engineer thinks the competing conflict handling style is convenient. 
He states: 
The engineer has to be persistent in certain moments as he is acquainted with the limits of the 
machine and the safety regulations. 
 
Marketers also describe that problems are resolved by adjusting the objective and by better 
cooperation. During discussions the desires from the marketer are put against possibilities from the 
engineer and decisions are made. By consulting each other, conflicts are being solved and both 
parties learn from each other’s insight. Problems are solved by the maximum attainability for both 
parties. It is important to work with each other in order to find solutions and a compromise.  
 
Only 1 engineer and 1 marketer see an accommodating style in one and the same conflict. The 
marketer states: 
At the beginning of a project we try to inspire confidence with the customer. During the 
executing phase we switch to a collaborating style. Customer is given the perception that is 
concerns a shared project. 
 
 
Table 12   
Conflict handling style    
Conflict handling style  Engineer  Marketer 
Conflict 1  Compromising  Compromising 
Conflict 2  Collaborating and 
compromising 
Collaborating and 
compromising 
Conflict 3  Collaborating and 
compromising 
Collaborating and 
compromising 
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Conflict 4  Comproming and 
competing 
Collaborating and 
compromising 
Conflict 5  Accommodating and 
collaborating 
Accommodating and  
collaborating  
Conflict 6  Compromising and 
collaborating 
Compromising 
Conflict 7  Compromising and 
collaborating 
Compromising 
Conflict 8  Collaborating and 
compromising 
Collaborating and 
compromising 
 
 
 
4.5 Comparing ‘empirical observations’ with ‘theoretical expectations’. 
 
The definitions for the different conflicts as defined in the theoretical expectations have been 
maintained in the empirical observations. In the empirical observations, only 1 marketer defined a 
relationship conflict. Several respondents were asked to give their point of view about a conflict 
including interpersonal incompatibilities and affective components. They mainly confirmed that they 
are not allowed or do not want to mention or discuss relationship conflicts and existing interpersonal 
incompatibilities among group members about personal issues. We can conclude that it is difficult to 
discuss relationship conflicts. The only cause identified for the relationship conflict is a personal 
characteristic from the engineer. The causes identified for task and process are, contrary to the 
causes identified in the theoretical expectations, not only situational. In the theoretical expectations we 
see only personal attributions for relationship conflicts. The engineers and marketers in the empirical 
observations defined personal attributions about the conflict with the other one, but did not appoint to 
relationship conflicts.  We can conclude that that both marketers and engineers assigned the ultimate 
causality to an outside factor and also for this reason do not point to relationship conflict. 
 
In the empirical observations the effects in the task conflict are sometimes positive and sometimes 
negative while in the theoretical expectation the effects in these conflicts are all positive. However, 
positive effects do prevail and several respondents confirmed that the positive effects are more 
important. Therefore we can conclude that in both task and process conflicts the negative effects are 
out-weighted by the positive effects. Besides, one respondent remarked that negative effects only 
prevail when the conflict is neglected. 
 
In the empirical observations the potential for resolutions for the task conflict is assessed high. For the 
process conflicts only a part of the conflicts with external attribution is assessed low. This is mainly 
caused by uncertainty of this outside factor. We can conclude that a low potential for resolution in 
process conflict is only applicable for outside factors. 
 
In the empirical observations we see for the task conflict a mix of 4 modes instead of the 5 modes in 
the theoretical expectations. For the process conflict we see a mix of only 2 modes instead of 5.  
Avoiding conflict handling style is not mentioned at all. Respondent confirm that they see these 2 
styles as the only 2 styles which can solve the problem.  In the empirical observations the 
accommodating style is only convenient for the perception of the customer. The competing style is 
only convenient in case of persistence, for example for safety regulations. We can also conclude that 
compromising and collaborating are most convenient conflict handling styles and most of the time 
occurs in combination with each other. 
 
Table 1 provided the theoretical expectations and table 13 provides the empirical observations. 
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Table 13 
Empirical observations 
  
Interfunctional conflicts 
 
  
      
Task conflicts Process conflicts Relationship conflicts 
  
      
  
Definition 
  
Differences in viewpoints and 
opinions pertaining to a group task 
Controversies about how task 
accomplishment will proceed. 
Interpersonal incompatibilities, 
including affective components. 
  Difference in viewpoint and opinion Insufficiently Involved at 
beginning of project 
Personal characteristics  
Causes Different focus (market - 
production) 
enforced negotiations   
  Kind of market Standard project completion 
(ISO) 
  
  Customer expectations and 
requirements 
Misjudgement of complexity   
  Working with assumptios and 
thinking in an easy resoluiton   
  
  Wanting to many details in early 
stage 
    
  Company is often played off against 
competirors 
    
  Capacity problem     
  Lack of time     
  Not sufficiently open for input     
  High workload     
  Reorganisation     
  Kind of projects company is used to 
work with 
    
       
Effects Sometimes positive Sometimes positive:   
  Stimulates constructive debate 
about shared problems 
Beter consult with each other   
  Greater productivity More critical look at internal 
processes 
  
  Cooperation improbed Sharpened processes   
  More precise development More functional at the beginning 
of a project 
  
  Working problem resolving Unrealistic demands will not be 
accepted anymore 
  
  Keep up with developments to stay 
in market 
    
  Better awareness of processes     
  Processes are checked and 
employees approached about 
processes. 
    
  more attention to working method 
  
  
  Better screened suppliers 
  
  
  More precisely assessed risk factor 
  
  
  Only most profitable products are 
being continued   
  
       
  Sometimes negative Sometimes negative:   
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  A lot of work A lot of money is lost   
  Not markable product Resignation of employees   
  Overtime Dissatisfied customers   
  Reduced productivity Extra costs   
  Sales are curtailed 
  
  
        
Potential for 
resolution 
High High and low for al small part   
        
  
Mix of 4 modes:  Mix of 2 modes:    
Conflict 
handling 
style  - competing - collaborating   
  - accommodating - compromising   
  
- collaborating     
  
- compromising     
    
 
4.6 Patterns. 
 
When analyzing the data at the dyadic level, a pattern in attributions is visible. In conflict dyad 2 and 7 
engineers assign to plain situational attribution while marketers assign mainly to personal attribution. 
They mention that marketers make unrealistic demands and overpromise to customers. In the conflict 
situations of dyads 2 and 7 there is question of either a reorganization of a department in order to 
access a new market, or even a complete company reorganization in order to survive in the current 
market situation.  In conflict dyads 1, 3,4,5,6 there is no question of reorganization at all. Remarkable 
is that in these 6 dyads all engineers and marketers assign to personal attribution. Engineers mention 
that marketers don’t understand technology and marketers mention that engineers do not understand 
the business. None of them assigns to situational attribution. The risk of reorganization apparently 
results in another attribution from marketers and engineers. The engineer and marketer in dyad 7 give 
a reasonable explanation for this situational attribution. They state that reorganization initiates a 
temporary situation in which a lot of new hired people have to settle themselves into their new job and 
get used to new systems. This temporarily causes high workload, deadlines which cannot be met, but 
has nothing to do with personal characteristics. Causality is in this case completely due to outside 
factors. We can also conclude that in conflicts with personal attributions engineers do not understand 
the business and marketers don’t understand technology. 
 
A second pattern is visible in conflict dyad 1, 5 and 6. Either engineer or marketer appoint to process 
conflict. In these 3 conflict situations  it’s about a legal standardization to guarantee product quality In 
conflict dyad 2,3,4,7,8 it’s about customer requirements. Remarkable is that in these 5 dyads all 
engineers and marketers appoint to task conflict. The warranty of quality leads apparently to other 
conflict types between marketers and engineers; more process conflicts. Several marketers and 
engineers give reasonable explanations. It all comes to the same thing; they are convinced that the 
conflict will happen again and again as long as controversies about task accomplishments exist, which 
is distinctive for process conflict. Based on this last pattern for process conflicts it is remarkable that in 
dyad 2 and 7 nor the engineer nor the marketer appoint to process conflict. In these situations the 
reorganization causes problems with workload. We can conclude that when the conflict situation is not 
structural and change for the better is in sight, engineers and marketers appoint to task conflict instead 
of process conflict. 
 
A third pattern is visible when analyzing the data from the engineer and marketer separately. In conflict 
1, 3, 7 and 8 all engineers point to a task conflict and see negative effects. One engineer even sees 
only negative effect.  In conflict 3, 6 and 8 all marketers point to a task conflict and see negative 
effects. In conflict 2, 4, 5 and 6 engineers point to task conflict or process conflict and see only positive 
effects. In conflict 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 all marketers point to process or task conflict and see mainly positive 
effects. As only one marketer sees negative effects while he point to process conflict we can conclude 
that when an engineer sees negative effects they nearly always point to a task conflict. 
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Table 14 and 15 summarizes the ‘raw’ data to show the patterns.  
 
Table 14 
Patterns on dyadic level 
conflict
-dyads 
conflict value  attribution  effects  resolution possibilities  conflict handling style 
 engineer 
 
marketer engineer marketer engineer marketer engineer marketer engineer marketer 
1 task 
 
process personal 1  
situational 2 
personal 3 positive and 
negative 
positive high high compromising 
 
 
compromising 
2 task 
 
task - 
situational 2 
personal 4 positive positive high high compromising 
 
collaborating 
compromising 
 
collaborating 
3 task 
 
task personal 1  
situational 2 
personal 4 positive and 
negative 
positive 
and 
negative 
high high compromosing 
 
collaborating 
compromosing 
 
collaborating 
4 task 
 
task personal 1 
situational 2 
personal 4 positive positive high high compromising 
 
competing 
compromising 
 
collaborating 
5 task 
 
process personal 1 
situational 2 
personal 4 positive positive 
and 
negative 
high high/low accommodating 
 
collaborating 
accommodating 
 
collaborating 
6 process 
 
task personal 1 
situational 2 
personal 4 positive positive 
and 
negative 
high high compromosing 
 
collaborating 
compromising 
 
collaborating 
7 task 
 
task - 
situational 2 
 
personal 4 + 
situational 
positive and 
negative  
positive high high compromsing 
 
collaborating 
compromising 
 
collaborating 
8 task 
 
task personal 1 
situational 2  
personal 3 and 
4 
negative positive 
and 
negative 
high high/low compromising 
 
collaborating 
compromising 
 
collaborating 
 
Table 15 
Patterns in data from engineer and marketer separately 
conflict-
dyads 
engineer  marketer 
 conflict 
value 
attribution effects resolution 
possibilities 
conflict handling 
style 
 conflict 
value 
attribution effects resolution 
possiblities 
conflict handling 
style 
1 task 
 
personal 1  
situational 2 
positive 
and 
negative 
high compromising 
 
 
 process personal 3 positive high compromising 
2 task 
 
- 
situational 2 
positive high compromising 
 
collaborating 
 task personal 4 positive high compromising 
 
collaborating 
3 task 
 
personal 1  
situational 2 
positive 
and 
negative 
high compromosing 
 
collaborating 
 task personal 4 positive and 
negative 
high compromosing 
 
collaborating 
4 task 
 
personal 1 
situational 2 
positive high compromising 
 
competing 
 task personal 4 positive high compromising 
 
collaborating 
5 task 
 
personal 1 
situational 2 
positive high accommodating 
 
collaborating 
 process personal 4 positive and 
negative 
high/low accommodating 
 
collaborating 
6 process 
 
personal 1 
situational 2 
positive high compromosing 
 
collaborating 
 task personal 4 positive and 
negative 
high compromising 
 
collaborating 
7 task 
 
- 
situational 2 
 
positive 
and 
negative  
high compromsing 
 
collaborating 
 task personal 4 
+ 
situational 
positive high compromising 
 
collaborating 
8 task 
 
personal 1 
situational 2  
negative high compromising 
 
collaborating 
 task personal 3 
and 4 
positive and 
negative 
high/low compromising 
 
collaborating 
 
1 = marketers don’t understand technology  
2= marketers make unrealistic demand, overpromise to customers 
3 = engineers are not customer-focused 
4 = engineers do not understand the business 
positive effects: more constructive debates 
negative effects: more work, time and costs 
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5 Conclusions, discussion and recommendations 
 
5.1 Discussion   
 
It is generally suggested that marketer-engineer conflict is a pervasive and as-yet unresolved problem 
of critical importance to high-technology companies (Keaveney 2008). The differences and 
interdependence among marketing, R&D, and manufacturing may lead to inter functional conflict in 
goals, time orientations, decision criteria, and approaches in the NPD process (Griffin and Hauser 
1992, 1996, Song and Parry 1993). This study in 8 high-technology industries identifies the causes 
and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology 
companies. 
By comparing the expected conditions (Table 1) with the observed conditions (sections 4.1 and 4.2), 
some notable observations can be made. In this study 94% of the marketers’ attributions are personal, 
but only 32 % of the engineers’ attributions are personal. This is consistent with Keaveneys study in 
which only 33% of the attributions provided by engineers are personal and virtually all marketers’ 
attributions about engineers’ roles in the conflict are personal. The personal attributions from 
engineers about their conflict with marketers, found in this research, do not correspond with the results 
described by Keaveney (2008). At that time 63% of the engineers’ personal attributions were attributed 
to the marketers’ personality traits. Keaveney describes five themes such as “marketer arrogance”, 
“marketers exaggerate”, “marketers are not detail-oriented”, “marketers are too emotional” and 
marketers have no sense of urgency” while this result only shows 2. In this study the theme “Marketers 
don’t understand technology” is more obvious than the personality traits. Of the 8 personal attributions, 
75% are attributed to this theme. As stated by Keaveney (2008) the complaint that marketers do not 
understand technology is well known and rather long-standing (Workman 1993; Shaw et al., 2003; 
Shaw & Shaw, 1998). Both present study and Keaveneys study (2008) confirm that this problem 
persists. 
Regarding engineers’ situational attribution this present study is consistent with prior research and the 
research from Keaveney (2008) as this early research also reported that engineers experience conflict 
when marketers make unrealistic demands about delivery times, product features, and prices in order 
to satisfy the customer and overpromise to customers by selling products, services, capabilities. The 
new type of engineer-marketer conflict identified by Keaveney (2008), the perks-and-pay category, 
which should provide further evidence of a paradigm shift away from the engineering-driven culture 
described by Workman (1993), to a high-tech organizational culture in which marketing has a more 
equal, if not dominant, role has not been provided in the results of this present study. 
In this study almost all marketers’ attributions are personal. In the result from Keaveney (2008) all 
marketers’ attributions about engineers’ roles in the conflict are personal too. Therefore we can agree 
with Keaveney and state that results are indicative of high levels of relationship-conflict. Besides this 
several respondents in this present study mentioned that they saw a conflict turning from task-conflict 
to process- conflict into relationship-conflict. We see this as an indication that conflict, which appears 
on the surface to be caused by task- or process-related issues, often has a deeper foundation in 
relationship-conflict as stated by Keaveney (2008).   
The third personality trait that engineers have no creativity confirms the surprising new perspective 
described by Keaveney (2008) when compared to the engineering-dominant world described by 
Workman (1993) all creativity and new product ideas were believed to be generated by engineering. 
The second trait links to a second category, the personal attribution that engineers are not customer 
focused. A frequent theme heard from marketers is that the engineering group designs and makes 
what they think is a good product rather than what the customer actually wants (Keaveney, 2008). 
In Keaveneys results we could already see that marketers are “pushing back” with accusations about 
engineers’ limitations about not understanding the overall business, while for many years engineers 
have accused marketers of not understanding technology. The results of this study confirm the 
relatively new perspective since Workman’s (1993) analysis that engineers do not understand the 
bigger picture. 
The 2 conflicts in this study which are one and the same, but appointed to different values by engineer 
and marketer, are very notable as this reports self-attribution. Keaveney reports that marketers’ self-
attributions, about what roles they play in their conflicts with engineers, are mostly situational. In terms 
of this situational attribution marketer admits in this conflict that the marketing job requires them to 
push engineers beyond their comfort zone (Keaveney, 2008), when he agreed on a very short delivery 
time. Based on the 4 interesting conflicts we can report that a conflict can easily become visible as a 
task conflict and turn out to a process conflict or even relationship conflict. This indication that conflict 
which appears on the surface to be caused by task- or process-related issues often has a deeper 
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foundation in relationship-conflict as stated by Keaveney (2008), is also described in  marketers’ 
personal attribution about their conflict with engineers.  
 
 
5.2 Conclusions 
 
An effective interface between engineering and marketing is considered to be vital for the successful 
development and commercialization of new products (Shaw, Shaw & Enke, 2003). Conflict between 
marketers and engineers is known to hinder the success of new product development (Gupta, Raj, & 
Wilemon, 1986; Song & Thieme, 2006), reduce the effectiveness of working relationships (Ruekert & 
Walker, 1987), lead to lower product quality (Menon, Jaworski, & Kohli, 1997), and contribute to 
business failures (Fisher, Maltz, Jaworksi, 1997). Unfortunately, indications are that inter functional 
conflict in high-technology companies is on the rise. Research on the marketer-engineer conflict on 
inter functional conflict has been largely dominated by survey studies. This research explores the 
conflicts between marketers and engineers in high-technology companies. The problem statement of 
this study is: What are causes and effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer 
relationships in high-technology companies? 
 
The study shows that the prediction that in the conflict between engineers and marketers, participants 
are more likely to make personal, rather that situational attributions about each other is only applicable 
for marketers. Both marketers and engineers attribute a substantial portion of their conflict to 
situational circumstances. The high proportion of personal attributions provided by marketers in this 
study is to be considered as a result of the fundamental attribution error, favoring personal attributions. 
In several cases the power of the engineer is overestimated and the power of the situation is 
underestimated. The high proportion of marketers’ personal attribution in this study does not indicate 
the presence of significant relationship-conflict as both engineer and marketer confirm to be in good 
terms with the other party. Substantial issues are mainly a consequence of the current market situation 
and not a consequence of the engineer not being customer focused or not understanding business.  
The present study revelation that engineers and marketers are visiting customers more often together 
and customer requirements are presented to engineering in an early stage, implies that the 
marketing’s influence is indeed increasing. It’s not true that perks and pay often favor marketers and 
power has shifted away from engineering and towards marketing as engineers have confirmed that 
perks and pay is not a source of conflict for them at all.  
Conflict value in this study is mainly task conflict, although it also appears that it is difficult to 
distinguish the different types of conflict. In several conflicts they pass into each other. This clarifies 
why this study identifies so little relationship conflict while according to the theoretical expectations, 
these 94% personal marketers’ attributions should indicate a high percentage of relationship conflict. 
Although it appears that conflicts often pass into each other, this study confirms the functionality of this 
type. It appeared that a constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated and in turn has led to 
better decision-making and greater productivity as stated by Jehn & Chatman (2000) and Jehn (1994) 
 
Our study confirms the conclusion of Keaveney that conflict not only helps define a relationship, but it 
helps to stimulate a genuine channel or interest in preserving the relationship. Almost all engineers 
and marketers in this study see the positive effects of the conflict. Consistent with Keaveneys study 
constructive debate about shared problems, better decision making and greater productivity are being 
stimulated and engineers and marketers are much more functional at the beginning of a project.   
Based on the selected solutions and the fact that virtually all respondents in this study assess the 
possibilities for resolution high, it is determined that the root cause will be solved and no further 
problems will be caused. This also indicates that group members in this study are expected to be free 
to focus on the task itself and are not distracted by other conflicts or when group members only need 
to refer to procedures manual or ask for a decision by upper levels of management as reported by 
Keaveney (2008). Regarding the conflict style we see many similar results from engineer and 
marketer. Most conflict handling styles are a mix of compromising and collaborating and solved by 
finding a solution that fully or partially satisfies both parties. 
 
Both engineers and marketers appoint the conflict mainly to task conflicts while none of the engineers 
and only 12,5% of the marketers appoint to relationship conflict in combination with task and process 
conflict. After further questioning the engineer and marketer, most of them mentioned that it is difficult 
to distinguish the 3 different types of conflict as they often pass into each other. When the conflict 
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situation is not structural and change for the better is in sight, engineers and marketers appoint to task 
conflict instead of process conflict. 
 
Comparing the empirical observations with the theoretical expectations, the study shows that it is 
difficult to discuss relationship conflicts. Contrary to the causes identified in the theoretical 
expectations the causes identified in the empirical study are not only situational. In the observations 
both marketer and engineer assign the ultimate causality to an outside factor and also for this reason 
they do not point to relationship conflict. In both task and process conflict the negative effects are out-
weighted by the positive effects. A low potential for resolution in process conflict is only applicable for 
outside factors. In the empirical observations the accommodating style is only convenient for the 
perception of the customer. The competing style is only convenient in case of persistence, for example 
for safety regulations. The compromising and collaborating are most convenient conflict handling 
styles and most of the time occurs in combination with each other. 
 
Based on the patterns the study shows that the risk of reorganization apparently results in another 
attribution from marketers and engineers. In conflicts with personal attributions engineers do not 
understand the business and marketers don’t understand technology. When an engineer sees 
negative effects they nearly always point to a task conflict 
 
 
5.3 Recommendations for business 
 
As a high proportion of personal attributions from engineers is attributed to the theme “Marketers don’t 
understand technology” and engineers experience conflict when marketers make unrealistic demands, 
it is, especially in these high-technology markets in which rapid product innovativeness is a major 
characteristic, very important that constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated. This will 
lead to greater productivity as engineer and marketer discuss the requirements from customers more 
amply. Cooperation between marketing and engineering will improve, problems will be discussed and 
the company is working problem resolving with all involved departments. Engineer and marketer will 
do better consult with each other about the time needed to develop an installation and parties are 
consulting each other all the time.  
 
As almost all marketers’ attributions are personal and as these results are indicative of high levels of 
relationship-conflict it is very important that managers set appropriate group norms as already advised 
by Keaveney (2008). Relationship-conflict should be stopped at the earliest possible opportunity (Jehn 
& Mannix, 2001). Open group norms about discussing relationship-conflict tend to increase both the 
number and the intensity of relationship-conflicts, reduce the group’s effectiveness and performance, 
and inhibit team members’ abilities to deal constructively with the conflict (Jehn, 1997, p. 552). Higher-
performing and more-effective groups have open norms about task-conflict but closed defensive norm 
about discussing relationship-conflict (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). 
 
 
5.4 Recommendations for further research 
 
Earlier research has identified that conflict between engineers and marketers can act as a barrier to 
effective cooperation (Shaw, Shaw & Enke, 2003). This research gains insight into the causes and 
effects of inter functional conflicts in marketer-engineer relationships in high-technology companies. 
This multiple case study identifies and analyses these inter functional conflicts in a dyadic approach 
and contains a qualitative research including open-ended questions, the critical incident technique 
(Gremler, 2004) and the attribution theory to determine whether the conflicts are relationship-based or 
task-based. This research has several limitations which provide avenues for future research.  
In this research respondents are compromised of 8 high technology companies, investigating more 
cases in more companies would contribute to the exploration of the causes and effects as the sample 
is larger. The findings of this study explore the conflicts between marketers and engineers in high-
technology companies in the south-western part of the Netherlands. Although the demographic 
similarities of these samples, collecting data in other parts of the Netherlands or in other countries or 
continents would give insight in cultural influence on effects and causes. Further research could aim 
more at the conflict resolution by analyzing the role of interfunctional conflicts in establishing 
relationships more amply. Further research should be done to find out why the conflict type perks-and-
pay, identified by Keaveney (2008), which should provide further evidence of a paradigm shift away 
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from the engineering-driven culture described by Workman (1993), to a high-tech organizational 
culture in which marketing has a more equal, if not dominant, role did not come up for discussion in 
the interviews from this research. Also the finding that substantial issues are mainly a consequence of 
the current market situation and not a consequence of the engineer not being customer focused or not 
understanding business provides avenue for further research. Further research could analyze these 
substantial issues further and try to find additional conflict types.  
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Appendix A Research protocol and interview questions 
 
A.1 Introduction 
 
The interviewer provides background information about the study, and emphasized how important the 
interviews are to it. Emphasis is also given to the confidentiality with which the interview will be 
treated, and permission is asked to use a tape recorder to record the conversation. The interviewer 
informs the interviewee that he/she will receive a copy of the final report if this is desired. 
 
Both engineer and marketer receive an explanation on the 3 different kinds of conflicts which are 
distinguished in the research. It has be become clear that conflict as investigated in the study can be 
defined as 3 different values; task, process and relationship.  
 
Task conflict exists when there are disagreements among group members about the content of the 
task being performed, including differences in viewpoint, ideas and opinions pertaining to the group 
task. The engineer experiences task conflicts when the marketer makes unrealistic demands about 
delivery times, product features, and prices in order to satisfy the customer. For example when the 
engineer believes that “the marketer was really being pressured by the customer to get the product 
delivered on time”, then the engineer need not to worry that the conflict must happen again which 
indicates a task-based situational attribution. It’s all about which tasks marketing is supposed to do 
and why. It’s about the task itself (what is it about), about the merits of the ideas, plans, types of 
project etc. We suggest that when you mention the “content of the task”, you also mention the use of 
the targets the project or task aimed at 
 
Process conflict exists when there are disagreements among group members how task 
accomplishments should proceed in the work unit, who’s responsible for what, and how things should 
be delegated. There are controversies about how task accomplishment will proceed. For example 
engineers believe that marketing does not appear to have any accountability to the organization. They 
believe that the marketing department fails to add value when it cannot create a value propositions or 
find a suitable market for the engineers’ products. Another example is about perks and pay, when an 
engineer blames the conflict with the marketer on seemingly inequitable reward systems, as marketers 
get to travel, take long lunches and have expense accounts. This last example has a high risk of 
turning into relationship-conflict when accompanied by feelings of jealousy and envy. It’s all about how 
marketing is supposed to do its job and about the organization and execution of the job. It’s about “the 
way to complete the task” and “scheduling / timing (how to do things?) and about the delegation of 
tasks and distribution of responsibilities (who should do what?). It also concerns problems about 
member contributions and workload distribution. 
 
Relationship conflict exists when there are interpersonal incompatibilities among group members 
about personal issues that are not task-related. It includes affective components such as feeling 
tension and friction and explanations in terms of personal characteristics. For example, an engineer 
believes that “the marketing guy is always yelling at us because he can’t handle stress”, then the 
engineer believes he can predict the marketer’s behavior in future situations (“he’s going to blow up 
every time he’s under pressure”). Other examples of personality traits are that engineers believe that 
marketers are arrogant, exaggerate, are not detail-orientated, are too emotional, have no sense of 
urgency or don’t understand technology. 
 
Date: 
Company: 
Engineer:  
Marketer:  
 
A.2. Conflict  
 
Both engineer and marketer will be asked to give their point of view about one and the same conflict 
which recently occurred or can be seen as the most serious conflict during the last year. In this way it 
will be compared how marketers and engineers experience (cause, consequence, solution) and 
attribute (who is to blame) a conflict from their discipline. They are both asked to appoint the conflict to 
one of the 3 conflict values.  
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 A.2.1 Possible causes for the conflict. 
 
Both engineer and marketer will be asked open-ended questions about the possible causes for the 
conflict.  
 
A.2.2 Attribution 
 
Based on the causes it will be decided if there is question of external or internal attribution (table 1) 
and in case of personal attribution who is to blame (engineer, marketer, both). 
 
- Situational (external) attribution: Causality assigned to an outside factor. 
- Personal (internal) attribution: Explanations in terms of personal characteristics 
 
 
A.2.3. Effects of the conflict 
 
The engineer and marketer will be asked (initially) open-ended questions about the effects of the 
conflict. 
 
 
Subsequently it will be examined if the theoretical expected effects (see table 1) will arise. 
 
- Positive effects task conflict: Stimulating constructive debate about shared problems, better 
decision-making and greater productivity. 
- Negative effects of process conflict: Reducing productivity, role ambiguity, group switch, lower 
task quality, focus on irrelevant process issues. 
- Positive effects of process conflicts: Functional at the beginning of a project. 
- Negative effects of relationship conflict: Group performance, group satisfaction, group 
cohesiveness, goodwill, mutual understanding, impact on group members 
 
A.2.4. Possibilities for resolution 
 
The engineer and marketer will both be asked to assess the possibilities for resolution. High, low? 
Specific conditions? 
 
 
A.2.5. Conflict handling style 
 
The engineer and marketer will be asked (initially) open-ended questions about the most common 
conflict handling style(s). How is the task - conflict most commonly dealt with? Eventually it can be 
asked in which way the problem will be resolved or not. 
 
Next, it will be checked which of the 5 conflict handling styles (table 1) are most convenient. 
 
Mix of 5 conflict handling styles: 
- Competing 
- Accommodating 
- Avoiding 
- Collaborating 
- Compromising 
 
A.3. Closure of the interview 
 
The interviewer indicates that the end of the interview is reached. He mentions the next steps: the 
interviewer will make a written record of the meeting, and this document (in concept) will be sent to the 
interviewee in order to check whether his answers have been correctly recorded. Where necessary, 
comments and corrections are incorporated. 
The interviewer thanks the interviewee for his/her cooperation, and informs him/her of when interview 
report will be ready. 
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Appendix B Summarized results interviews 
 
 
Conflict description  1. Availability test results new product. 
  2. A lot of extra costs for a customer in a new market. 
  3. In conflict all the time as the starting-stage of a project often takes too long before they can get busy 
with a footprint. 
  4. A capacity problem which brings on incomprehension between marketing and engineering. 
  5. Complex high technology project in which a lot went wrong.  
  6. Conflict that arose during development of an electronic installation 
  7. Since a reorganization took place in January 2009. Deadlines to develop and produce furniture are too 
tight. 
  8. Conflict that arose during development of an application 
Conflict value Engineer Marketer 
  
1. Task conflict as it is about fulfillment of individual tasks. 
These extra tests are not included in his tasks  
1. Process conflict as it is about the work 
process, distribution and responsibility of 
tasks. Marketing is not involved sufficiently 
at the beginning of a project.                          
  2. Task conflict as the marketer makes demands about 
quality which are not always attainable. 
2. Task conflict as it is marketing’s task to 
obtain foothold in new markets. 
  3. Task conflict as it is about unrealistic demands. 3. Task conflict as it is about the task 
marketing is supposed to do in this 
situation and why. 
  4. Task conflict as the marketer makes a demand which 
cannot be realized at short notice to satisfy the customer. 
4. Task conflict as it is his task to satisfy the 
customer. 
  5. Task conflict as he  was forced to finalize the order at too 
short notice 
5. Process conflict as it concerns a 
standard project completion in accordance 
with ISO (International Organization for 
Standardization 
  6. Process conflict as delivery time was agreed with poor 
consultation and it should be possible to adjust delivery time 
or specifications during the production process 
6. Task conflict because of an unrealistic 
delivery time. 
  7. Task conflict as it is temporarily that because of a 
reorganization all employees still have to change over and 
get used to the new organization and the fact that the 
workload is high, but also process conflict as all employees 
have their own limits which can be reset here and there. 
Everybody is doing some extra tasks now and then. 
7. Task conflict as it is temporarily that 
because of reorganization the mutual 
allocation of tasks is not finishes yet. 
Process conflict as the development and 
production of furniture is a supervised 
process from the moment the request is 
received until production has finished. 
  8. Task conflict as it is about the task from the marketer, but 
also a process conflict as it is eventually about how they are 
used to work on a process.   
8.  Task conflict as it is the task from the 
marketer to take every opportunity, but also 
process conflict as at that moment no 
proper process was in place. Based on the 
personal characteristics from the engineer 
also a relationship conflict.  
Causes 1. Difference in viewpoint and opinion if it is needed to do 
application tests when a product is produced within 
specifications.                                                                            
1. Marketing/sales insufficiently involved at 
beginning of the project.                                 
  2. Marketing focuses more on the market while engineering 
focuses more on the production. 
2. Customer in the food market is very 
exacting and at the top concerning quality. 
  3. Customer expectations. 3. Every customer has his own 
requirements and specifications. 
  3. Marketer works with assumptions and often thinks in an 
easy resolution. 
3. Engineer wants too many details in an 
early stage and the company is played off 
against their competitors 
  4. The customer demands are the most important factor. 4. Capacity problem. 
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  5. Lack of time 5. Enforced negotiations as the time to 
realize the control system for the machine 
became more and more limited. 
  6. Misjudging the complexity of the product by the marketer. 6. Marketing was not sufficiently open for 
the engineer’s input. But on the other hand 
engineer misjudged the technical 
complexity of the product and the support 
of the supplier. 
  7. High workload and the reorganization of the company.  
7. High workload and the reorganization of 
the company.  
  8. Qualities of character of the developing market. 8. Qualities of character of the developing 
market. 
  8. Engineers who cannot understand that the marketer 
could not foresee that the customer would put the order on 
hold.  
8. The company is used to long lifecycle 
and large long term projects. 
  8. The company is used to long lifecycle and large long term 
projects. 
8. Personal characteristics from the 
engineer 
Attribution Personal attribution Personal attribution 
  1.  Marketers don’t understand technology 1. Engineers are not customer-focused 
    1. Engineers are unresponsive to request 
    2. Engineers do not understand business 
  
3.  Marketers don’t understand technology 
3. Personality traits: engineers are too 
technical 
  
  
3. Engineers do not understand the 
business 
  
4.  Marketers don’t understand technology 
4. Personality traits: engineers are too 
technical 
  
  
4. Personality traits: Engineers have no 
social skills 
  
  
4. Engineers do not understand the 
business 
  5.  Marketers don’t understand technology 5. Engineers are unresponsive to request 
  5. Personality traits: marketers have no sense of urgency 5. Engineers do not understand business 
  6.  Marketers don’t understand technology 6. Misjudgment of the engineer 
  6. Personality traits: marketers are not detail-oriented 6. Engineers do not understand business 
    7. Engineers do not understand business 
  
8. Marketers don’t understand technology 
8. Personality traits: Engineers have no 
creativity as they are too rigid 
    8.  Engineers are not customer focused 
    8. Engineers do not understand the 
business 
      
  Situational attribution Situational attribution 
  1. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  1. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  2. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  2. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  3. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  3. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  4. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  4. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  5. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  5. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  6. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  6. Marketing overpromises to customers   
  7. Suppliers are unresponsive to requests 7. Reorganization from the company. 
  7. Reorganization from the company.   
  7. High requirements from customers   
  8. Marketing makes unrealistic demands   
  8. Marketing overpromises to customers   
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Effects 1. A lot of work and a product which is not marketable. This 
can be seen as negative effects 
1. It has become clear that at the beginning 
of the project the job specifications should 
have been fixed more specifically. More 
tests should have been issued to make 
sure all mutual expectations square. This 
can be seen as a positive effect. 
  1. Engineer and marketer discuss the requirements from 
customer more amply. This is a positive effect as 
constructive debate about shared problems is stimulated 
and will lead to greater productivity. 
  
  2. Positive effect is that cooperation between marketing and 
engineering has improved. This results that the engineer 
can develop much more precisely. 
2. A positive effect is that quality level 
grows as marketing and engineering keep 
on entering into discussion to fulfill the 
quality requirements. 
  3. Positive effect is that problems are discussed and the 
company is working problem resolving with all involved 
departments.  
3. Positive effect is that when the conflict is 
being discussed, it becomes clear which 
issues take place in a department and what 
runs through people heads 
  3. When the conflict is neglected negative effects will 
appear. 
3. When the conflict is neglected negative 
effects will appear. 
  4. A positive effect is that they keep up with the 
developments to stay also in future in the market. They are 
forced not to stand still. 
4. A positive effect is that challenges for the 
engineer arise from this conflict 
  5. Positive effect is that engineering discusses more issues 5. A negative effect is that they lost a lot of 
money. 
  5. Positive effect is that engineers became more aware of 
processes. 
5. A negative effect is that supervisor and 
his manager resigned.  
  5. Positive effect is that processes are checked and 
employees are approached about these processes.   
5. Critical look at their internal processes to 
prevent these conflicts in future is a positive 
effect. By adjusting and sharpen internal 
processes the company will be more 
functional at the beginning of a project.   
  
  
5. A positive effect is that in future marketer 
will not accept unrealistic demands 
anymore. This will make sure that they are 
more functional at the beginning of a 
project. 
  6. Positive effect is that engineer and marketer do better 
consult with each other about the time needed to develop an 
installation.  
6. Negative effects are dissatisfied 
customers and extra costs.  
  
  
6. Positive effect is that more attention is 
paid to the working method and suppliers 
are screened on amount of support for 
certain products and the risk factor is 
assessed more precisely 
  7. A negative effect is the overtime caused by the fact that 
during the development and production process several 
issues have to be corrected at the last moment 
7. Engineer and marketer discuss the 
requirements from customer more amply. 
This is a positive effect as constructive 
debate about shared problems is 
stimulated and will lead to greater 
productivity. 
  7. A positive effect is that both parties are kept keen and 
parties are consulting each other all the time. 
7. Marketing is a lot more careful with new 
requests and introductions of new products. 
Product assortments for customer are 
viewed very critical and will be reduced to a 
minimum if needed.  This can be a positive 
effect as only the most profitable products 
are being continued, but a disadvantage is 
that sales are being curtailed. 
  8. The reduced productivity as they are not used to switch 
that quick with capacity planning is a negative effect.  
8. The need of debating again and again 
causes reduced productivity can be seen 
as a negative effect. 
  
  
8. Being more functional at the beginning of 
a project as process is adjusted and it has 
become clear that they have to work more 
as a project organization can be seen as a 
positive effect. 
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8. The sulky engineers will have negative 
effect. 
Possibilities for resolution 1. Possibility for resolution is high. In order to have a 
marketable product it’s very important to resolve this conflict 
so they can meet the customer requirements 
1. Possibility for resolution is high. In order 
to have a marketable product it’s very 
important to resolve this conflict so they 
can meet the customer requirements 
  2. High possibilities because of more intensive 
communication  
2. High possibilities as marketing and 
engineering regularly meet to discuss the 
requirements and desires from the market 
and the possibilities and impossibilities 
from production. 
  3. High as already during first discussions a project team 
gets involved and marketing more or less renounces the 
product.  
3. High possibilities The marketing/sales 
department should collect as soon as 
possible as much as possible details about 
main components to make sure 
engineering can make a better estimation 
and they and the project team can get 
started sooner with the footprint 
  4. High possibilities, but dependent of the technical 
possibilities.  
4. High possibilities through accurate work 
meeting 
  5. High. with specific condition that employees have to 
become conscious of which conflicts can arise en how these 
conflicts can be prevented 
5. Low for the part of the conflict with 
external attribution, as he does not see a 
solution for the fact that the customer 
makes a request with a short lead time. 
High for the part with internal attribution by 
applying the processes just the way they 
are determined and regularly draw 
employee’s attention to the processes and 
emphasize that these processes should be 
maintained 
  6. High possibilities, although these kinds of conflict cannot 
completely be solved but can be prevented to a great extent 
by better consult between marketer and engineer, market 
research and by investigating support and reliability of 
suppliers. 
6. High possibilities for resolution but on 
specific conditions. Engineer and marketer 
should consult each other in already an 
early stage and eventually visit customers 
together. He also mentions that marketing 
should be obliged to consult the engineer 
before he agrees on delivery dates with the 
customer.    
  7. High possibilities as conflict situation is not structural and 
change for the better is in sight.  7. High as most of the causes for the 
conflict solve themselves sooner or later 
when everybody is settled into his new job 
and the company has maintained. Only the 
outside factors are difficult to affect so for 
this part possibilities for resolution are low.  
  8. High possibilities as procedures within the organization 
have been adjusted and the inconstant customer is treated 
light-heartedly. 
8. High possibilities for resolution as a 
dedicated team to consider the technical 
solutions and keep an eye on the quality 
has been set up. 
Conflict handling style 1. Compromising, as the initial objective had to be adjusted 1. Compromising as the initial objective had 
to be adjusted 
  2. Both collaborating and compromising as the conflict will 
be resolved by better cooperation. 2. Both collaborating and compromising as 
the conflict will be resolved by discussion 
between marketing and engineering. 
desires from the marketer are put against 
the possibilities from the engineer  
  3. Collaborating and compromising styles are most 
convenient. Decisions are always made in the presence of 
several parties. All parties want to learn from each other’s 
understanding. They want to bypass wrong estimations and 
conflicts which occurred in the past. 
3. Collaborating and compromising styles 
are most convenient. Decisions are always 
made in the presence of several parties. All 
parties want to learn from each other’s 
understanding. They want to bypass wrong 
estimations and conflicts which occurred in 
the past. 
  4. Conflict handling style with a little bit compromising and 
competing as the engineer has to be persistent in certain 
moments as he knows the limits of the machine and safety 
regulations 
4. Collaborating conflict handling style with 
a little bit compromising, because of the 
working meetings. 
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  5. Both accommodating and collaborating as by evaluating 
the conflict it becomes clear how a conflict can be prevented 
in future. 
 5. Both accommodating and collaborating 
as accommodating occurs most of the time 
during the beginning of a project to inspire 
confidence with the customer and during 
the executing phase they switch to a 
collaborating style. Customer is given the 
perception that it concerns a shared 
project. 
  
6. Both compromising conflict handling style and 
collaborating. Solutions are mainly customer focused. As 
the installation was completed afterwards this solution 
partially satisfied both parties.  
6. Both compromising conflict handling 
style and collaborating. They most 
commonly try to solve conflicts by 
consultation. By consulting in an early 
stage they try to learn from each other’s 
insight 
  7.Compromising conflict handling style is most convenient 
and collaborating style is desirable for the future as both 
parties try to complete each other as much as possible by 
making compromises only in a later stage both parties 
should have a maximum feeling to each other 
7. Compromising conflict handling style is 
most convenient and collaborating style is 
desirable for the future as in this stage of 
the reorganization problems are being 
solved by the maximum attainable for both 
parties, only in a later stage more initiatives 
from both sides are desired. 
  8. Because of the open communication and the flexible 
attitude collaborating style is most convenient. But the 
dedicated team which makes sure that marketing and 
engineering attempt to work with each other to find solutions 
and a compromise between ideal and optimum has to be 
made a compromising style is also visible. 
8. Because of the open communication and 
the flexible attitude collaborating style is 
most convenient. But the dedicated team 
which makes sure that marketing and 
engineering attempt to work with each 
other to find solutions and a compromise 
between ideal and optimum has to be 
made a compromising style is also visible. 
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